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PREFACE  TO  THE  SECOND  EDITION. 


The  first  edition  of  this  treatise,  pnblished  in  1879,  having 
been  exhausted,  the  author  now  presents  to  the  public  a  second 
edition  of  the  same,  in  an  enlarged  and,  as  he  hopes,  a  much  im- 
proved form. 

The  treatise  is  divided  into  two  Parts,  the  first  of  which  con- 
siders Intematiolial  Extradition,  and  the  second  treats  of  Inter- 
State  Extradition.  The  entire  work,  in  both  Farts,  is  and  is  de- 
signed to  be  distinctively  Ameriocmj  in  the  sense  of  presenting 
the  Law  of  Extradition  as  established  by  the  extradition  treaties, 
the  Gonstitnti<on  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  also  by  the 
extradition  laws  of  the  several  States. 

So  far  as  the  author  is  aware,  no  other  treatise  on  this  subjec);, 
prior  to  the  present  one  and  of  American  origin,  has  ever  been 
published  in  this  country.  The  questions  involved  are  considered, 
in  other  law  books,  only  in  an  incidental  manner,  as  forming  but 
a  small  part  of  a  much  larger  whole,  without  any  attempt  at  an 
exhaustive  investigation. 

The  field  occupied  by  this  work  is,  therefore,  comparatively 
untrodden  in  the  law  literature  of  this  country.  The  extradition 
cases  of  which  there  is  any  record,  whether  international  or  inter- 
State,  are  widely  scattered  in  judicial  and  other  reports ;  and, 
after  finHing  these  cases  and  examining  their  leading  features, 
the  author  has  endeavored  to  arrange  them  under  appropriate 
heads,  so  as  to  present  the  law  on  the  subject.    Such  cases  rarely 
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THE  LAW  OF  EXTRADITION. 


PART  I. 


INTERNATIONAL  EXTRADITION. 


CHAPTER  L 

THB  LAW  OF  NATIONS. 

1.  The  Case  of  Argnelles.  —  The  Captain-General  of  Caba, 
in  1864,  through  the  Spanish  Minister  at  Washington,  requested 
Secretary  Seward  to  order  the  delivery  of  Don  Jos^  Augustin 
Arguelles,  an  officer  of  the  Spanish  army  in  Cuba,  and  in  the 
request  charged  him  with  a  gross  offense  against  the  laws  of 
Spain  relating  to  the  slave  trade.  He  alleged  that  Arguelles  was 
a  fugitive  criminal,  and  that  he  had  fled  to  New  York  with  a 
large  sum  of  money  obtained  as  the  fruit  of  his  crime. 

Secretary  Seward,  with  the  approval  of  President  Lincoln, 
ordered  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  Arguelles  to  the  Spanish  au- 
thority, without  any  treaty  with  Spain  providing  therefor,  and 
without  any  law  of  Congress  authorizing  the  act.  The  prisoner, 
being  arrested,  was  so  summarily  taken  out  of  the  country  that 
there  was  no  opportunity  for  him  to  apply  to  a  court  of  justice 
to  test  the  lawfuhiess  of  this  procedure. 

Tlie  Senate  of  the  United  States,  on  the  28th  of  May,  1864, 
adopted  the  following  resolution  in  respect  to  this  case : 

^^  jResolvedy  That  the  President  be  requested  to  inform  the 
Senate,  if  he  shall  not  deem  it  incompatible  with  the  public  in- 
terest, whether  he  has,  and  when,  autnorized  a  person,  alleged  to 
have  committed  a  crime  against  Spain  or  any  of  its  dependencies, 
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to  be  delivered  up  to  officers  of  that  Government ;  and  wLether 
such  delivery  was  had ;  and  if  so,  under  what  authority  of  law 
or  treaty  it  was  done."  (MePherson's  Histor)'  of  the  Rebellion, 
p.  354.) 

The  President,  in  his  reply,  transmitted  a  report  from  Secre- 
tary Seward,  in  which  the  latter  said : 

"  There  being  no  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Spain, 
nor  any  act  of  Congress  directing  how  fugitives  from  justice  in 
Spanisn  dominions  shall  be  delivered,  the  extradition  in  the  case 
referred  to  in  the  resolution  of  the  Senate  is  understood  by  this 
department  to  have  been  made  in  virtue  of  the  law  of  nations 
and  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Although  there  is  a 
conflict  of  authorities  concerning  the  expediency  of  exercising 
comity  toward  a  foreign  Government  by  surrendering  at  its 
request  one  of  its  own  subjects  charged  with  the  commission  of 
crime  within  its  territory,  and  although  it  may  be  conceded  that 
there  is  no  national  obligation  to  make  such  a  surrender  unless 
it  is  acknowledged  bv  treaty  or  by  statute-law,  yet  a  nation  is 
never  bound  to  furnish  asylum  to  dangerous  criminals  who  are 
offenders  against  the  human  race ;  and  it  is  believed  that  if  in 
any  case  the  comity  could  with  propriety  be  practiced,  the  one 
which  is  understood  to  have  called  forth  the  resolution  f umistied 
a  just  occasion  for  its  exercise."  (MePherson's  History  of  the 
Kebellion,  p.  355.) 

Secretary  Seward,  while  admitting  that  there  was  no  treaty 
with  Spain  and  no  act  of  Congress  giving  to  the  executive  de- 
partment of  the  Government  the  authority  exercised  in  this  case, 
bases  the  lawfulness  of  the  action  on  two  grounds.  One  is  '  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States;"  and  in  respect  to  this 
ground  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  is  not  a  syllable  in  the 
Constitution  that,  independently  of  treaty  stipulations,  has  the 
remotest  relation  to  the  extradition  of  fugitives  charged  with 
the  commission  of  crime  in  other  countries.  There  is  no  impli- 
cation in  any  of  the  express  provisions  of  this  Constitution  that 
the  President  has  or  can  lawfully  exercise  any  such  power. 

The  other  ground  referred  to  by  Secretary  Seward  is  "  the  law 
of  nations."  This  raised  the  question  whether  the  action  was  au- 
thorized  by  '^  the  law  of  nations,"  as  acknowledged  and  accepted 
by  the  United  States.  If  not  so  authorized,  then  the  action  was 
absolutely  without  any  legal  authority,  and  if  so,  was  an  assump- 
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tion  of  power  not  granted  to  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
What  then  is  the  fact?  Does  "the  law  of  nations,"  as  recog- 
nized and  adopted  in  this  country,  give  to  the  President  this 
power? 

2.  The  Law  of  Nations*  —  Mr.  Wheaton  in  his  Elements  of 
International  Law  (Lawi-ence's  ed.  1863),  page  232,  mentions 
Grotius,  Heineccins,  Burlamaqui,  Vattel,  Rutherford,  Schmelz- 
ing  and  Kent,  as  holding  "  that  according  to  the  law  and  usage 
of  nations,  every  sovereign  State  is  obliged  to  refuse  an  asylum 
to  individuals  accused  of  crimes  affecting  the  general  peace  and 
security  of  society,  and  whose  extradition  is  demanded  by  the 
Government  of  that  country  within  whose  jurisdiction  the  crime 
has  been  committed."  He  also  names  Puffendorf,  Voet,  Mar- 
tens, Kluber,  Leyser,  Eluit,  Saalfield,  Schmaltz,  Mittermeyer 
and  Ileffter  as  maintaining  that  ^Uhe  extradition  of  fugitives 
from  justice  is  a  matter  of  imperfect  obligation  only,  and  though 
it  may  bo  habitually  practiced  by  certain  States  as  the  result  of 
uiutnal  comity  and  convenience,  requires  to  be  confirmed  and 
regulated  by  special  compact,  in  order  to  give  it  the  force  of  an 
international  law." 

It  is,  perhaps,  enough  to  say  in  regard  to  these  authorities,  all 
of  whom  are  foreigners  with  the  exception  of  Kent,  that  their 
conflict  of  opinion  shows  that  the  principle  of  extradition,  viewed 
irrespectively  of  treaty  stipulations,  has  never  been  so  established 
in  the  practice  of  European  nations  as  to  entitle  it  to  be  regarded 
as  an  international  law.  Vhese  nations  in  modem  times  dispose 
of  the  question  by  treaties ;  and  this  shows  that,  whatever  may 
have  been  their  earlier  practice,  they  do  not  now  recognize  any 
obligation  to  surrender  fugitive  criminals  to  one  another,  except 
as  the  same  is  provided  for  in  this  way. 

We  hence  conclude,  without  going  into  a  lengthy  discussion  of)| 
this  point,  tliat  there  is  not  now  in  Europe,  if  there  ever  were/ 
any  international  law  of  extradition  beyond  that  which  treaties 
create,  and  prescribe.     If  there  were  it  would  not  be  operative  in, 
and  binding  upon,  the  United  States,  except  as  the  Government 
thereof  may  have  seen  fit  to  adopt  it. 
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3«  Practice  of  the  Goyemmeiit.  —  Ae  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
not  and  never  has  been  the  practice  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment either  to  demand  or  surrender  fugitive  criminals,  except 
where  the  right  has  been  secured  and  the  obligation  imposed  by 
treaty.  The  general  usage  of  the  country  gives  no  support  to 
the  theory  of  extradition  on  the  ground  of  either  comity  or  inter- 
national law.    It  rather  contradicts  and  excludes  such  a  theory. 

In  1878  the  Belgian  Minister  requested  the  United  States  to 
deliver  up  Carl  Vogt,  in  the  absence  of  any  treaty  of  extradition 
with  Belgium.  To  this  request  Mr.  Bancroft  Davis,  the  then 
acting  Secretary  of  State,  replied  as  follows :  "  The  authority  of 
the  Executive  to  abridge  personal  liberty  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  surrender  a  fugitive  from  justice  in 
order  that  he  may  be  taken  from  their  jurisdiction,  is  derived 
from  the  statutes  of  Congress,  which  confer  that  power  only  in 
cases  where  the  United  States  are  bound  by  treaty  to  surrender 
such  fugitives,  and  have  a  reciprocal  right  to  claim  similar  sur- 
render from  another  power.  I  am,  therefore,  constrained  to  de- 
cline to  comply  with  your  request  for  the  surrender  of  Carl  Yogt." 
(Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States,  1873,  vol,  1,  p.  81.) 

The  extradition  provision  in  the  treaty  of  1794  with  Great 
Britain  was  limited  to  the  period  of  twelve  years ;  and  hence, 
after  1806,  it  ceased  to  be  operative,  and  no  similar  stipulation 
was  entered  into  until  the  ratification  of  the  Ashburton  treaty  of 
1842.  An  application  was,  however,  made  in  1840  to  the  Presi- 
dent, requesting  the  delivery  of  George  Holmes,  a  naturalized 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  charged  with  having  conmiitted 
murder  in  Lower  Canada.  The  President  declined  to  comply 
with  the  request,  assigning  as  the  reason  that,  in  the  absence  of 
a  treaty,  he  had  no  power  to  order  the  delivery. 

Holmes  being  then  in  Vermont,  an  application  was  made  to 
the  Governor  of  that  State,  who  issued  his  warrant  of  arrest ;  and 
Holmes,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  applied  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Vermont  for  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpua^  to  test  the 
legality  of  his  imprisonment.  The  court  granted  the  writ,  and, 
after  hearing  the  case,  held  that  he  was  lawfully  restrained  of 
his  liberty.  A  writ  of  error  was  then  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States ;  and,  the  court  being  equally  divided  on 
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the  qnefition  of  jnrisdiction  over  the  case,  the  writ  was  dismisBed. 
(Hblfnes  ▼.  Jenntsanj  14  Pet.  543.) 

In  1793  Mr.  Genet^  the  Minister  of  the  French  Bepnblic,  made 
a  request  for  the  delivery  of  several  persons  who  were  citizens  of 
France,  to  which  Mr.  Jefferson,  in  his  letter  of  September  12, 
1793,  thns  replied  :  ^'  The  laws  of  this  country  take  no  notice  of 
crimes  committed  ont  of  their  jurisdiction.  The  most  atrocious 
offender,  coming  within  their  pale,  is  received  by  them  as  an  in- 
nocent man,  and  they  have  authorized  no  one  to  seize  or  deliver 
him.  The  evil  of  protecting  malefactors  of  every  dye  is  sensibly 
felt  here,  as  in  other  countries ;  but,  until  a  reformation  of  the 
criminal  codes  of  most  nations^  xo  deliver  fugitives  f rcun  them 
would  be  to  become  their  accomplices.  The  former  is  viewed, 
therefore,  as  the  lesser  evil.  When  the  consular  convention  with 
France  was  under  consideration,  this  subject  was  attended  to ; 
but  we  would  agree  to  go  no  further  than  is  done  in  the  ninth 
article  of  that  instrument,  where  we  agree  mutually  to  deliver  up 
captains,  marines,  sailors  and  all  other  persons  being  part  of  the 
crew  of  the  vessels,  etc  Unless,  therefore,  the  persons  before 
named  be  a  part  of  the  crew  of  some  French  vessel,  no  power  in 
this  country  is  autliorized  to  deliver  them  up ;  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, they  are  under  the  protection  of  the  laws."  (American 
State  Papers,  vol.  I,  p.  175.) 

In  1791  Governor  Pinckney,  of  South  Carolina,  requested 
President  Washington  to  demand  of  the  Oovemor  of  Florida  the 
surrender  of  certain  persons  who,  having  committed  offenses  in 
South  Carolina,  had  takan  refuge  in  Florida.  The  question  was 
referred  to  Mr.  Jefferson,  who  was  then  Secretary  of  State ;  and 
in  his  letter  to  the  President,  of  November  7th,  1791,  he  said : 
^  England  has  no  convention  with  any  nation  for  the  surrender 
of  fugitives  from  justice,  and  their  laws  have  given  no  power  to 
the  executive  to  surrender  fugitives  of  any  description.  They 
are,  accordingly,  constantly  refused,  and  hence  England  has  been 
the  asylum  of  the  Paolis,  the  La  Mottes,  the  Calonnis,  in  short, 
of  the  most  atrocious  offenders  as  well  as  of  the  most  innocent 
victims  who  have  been  able  to  get  there.  The  laws  of  the  United 
States,  like  those  of  England,  receive  every  fugitive,  and  no 
authority  has  been  given  to  our  executives  to  deliver  them  up. 
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If,  then,  the  United  States  could  not  deliver  np  to  General 
Qaesnada  fugitives  from  the  laws  of  his  country,  we  cannot 
claim  as  a  right  the  delivery  of  fugitives  from  us.  And  it  is 
worthy  of  consideration  whether  the  demand  proposed  to  be 
made  in  Governor  Pinckney's  letter,  should  it  be  complied  with 
by  the  other  party,  might  not  commit  us  disagreeably,  and  per- 
haps dishonorably."     (Clarke  on  Extradition  [sec.  ed.],  p.  34.) 

A  still  earlier  case,  occurring  in  1784,  before  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution,  was  that  of  Chevalier  de  Longchamps,  who  was 
indicted  in  Philadelphia  for  "  threatening  J)odily  harm  to  M. 
Marbois,  the  Consul-General  of  France  in  the  United  States, 
and  Secretary  to  the  French  Legation,  and  also  for  an  assault 
upon  him."  Having  appeared  in  the  uniform  of  a  French  ofli- 
cer  and  called  himself  such,  the  Minister  of  France  demanded 
that  he  should  be  delivered  up  that  he  might  be  sent  to  France 
for  trial  and  punislnnent.  The  court  before  which  the  indict- 
ment was  brought,  being  informed  of  this  demand,  had  two  ques- 
tions to  decide.  One  was  whether  the  prisoner  could  be  lawfully 
delivered  up,  which  was  answered  in  the  negative.  The  other 
was  whether,  if  he  could  not  be  delivered  up,  he  could  be  impris- 
oned until  the  £ing  of  France  should  declare  the  reparation  sat- 
isfactory ;  and  this  also  was  answered  in  the  negative.  Being 
convicted  on  both  counts  of  the  indictment,  he  was  punished  by 
fine  and  imprisonment  under  American  laws,  but  not  surrendered 
to  the  French  Government.  {HespuNica  v.  Longchamps^  1  Dall. 
120.) 

These  cases  show  that  the  international  surrender  of  fugitive 
criminals,  except  as  provided  for  by  treaty,  has  no  basis  or  sanc- 
tion in  the  usage  of  the  United  States.  The  only  instance  of 
such  surrender  without  a  treaty  requiring  it,  during  the  entire 
history  of  the  Government,  is  that  of  Arguelles. 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  HolfTies  v.  Jennu<m^  14  Pet.  540,  674, 
referred  to  the  treaty  of  1794  with  Great  Britain,  the  twenty- 
seventh  article  of  which  provided  for  extradition  between  the 
two  countries,  and  ceased  to  be  operative  after  1806,  and  then 
proceeded  to  say : 

"  It  is  believed  that  the  General  Government  has  entered  into 
no  treaty  stipulations  upon  this  subject  since  the  one  above  men- 
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tioned,  and  in  every  instance  where  there  was  no  engagement  bv 
treaty  to  deliver,  and  a  demand  has  been  made,  they  have  nni- 
foriuiy  refused,  and  have  denied  the  right  of  the  Executive  to 
surrender,  because  there  was  no  treaty  and  no  law  of  Congress 
to  authorize  it.  And  acting  upon  this  principle  throughout,  they 
have  never  demanded  from  a  foreign  Government  any  one  who 
fled  from  this  country  in  order  to  escape  from  the  punishment 
due  to  his  crimes." 

This  was  said  in  1840,  when  the  United  States  had  no  treaty 
of  extradition  with  any  other  Government,  and  had  had  none 
since  1806.  The  settled  practice  of  the  Government,  under  these 
circumstances,  was  neither  to  demand  nor  surrender  fugitive 
criminals. 

4.  Laws  of  Congress.  —  Congress,  in  1848,  passed  its  first  law 
on  this  subject,  which,  being  supplemented  by  other  acts,  consti- 
tutes the  law  of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  international 
extradition.  The  only  cases  to  which  this  law,  by  its  express 
terms,  is  applicable,  are  those  /for  which  provision  is  made  by 
treaty.  The  obvious  inplication  is  that  there  are  no  other  lawful 
cases  of  such  extradition. 

The  power  to  pass  such  a  law  rests  upon  that  provision  of  the 
Constitution  which  authorizes  Congress  ^'  to  make  all  laws  which 
shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution"  all 
powers  vested  "  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  in 
any  department  or  officer  thereof."  The  treaty  power  given  to 
the  President,  subject  in  its  exercise  to  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  is  one  of  these  powers ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  it  extends  to  treaties  of  extradition  with  foreign  nations. 

This,  as  Attorney-General  Cushing  declared  in  the  Case  of  a 
deserter  fr<ym  the  Domish  ship  SagOj  6  Op.  Att.-Gen.  155,  is  the 
source  from  which  Congress  derives  its  authority  to  enact  a  law 
for  the  delivery  of  criminal  fugitives  from  other  countries.  The 
f  ramers  of  the  Constitution  seem  to  have  regarded  the  whole 
question  as  being  covered  by  the  treaty  power,  and  hence  made 
no  other  provision  in  regard  to  it.  And  if  Congress  be  thus  lim- 
ited in  its  power,  what  reasonable  pretense  can  there  be  for  the 
theory  that  the  President,  with  no  treaty  and  no  law  giving  him 
the  authority,  has  the  power  to  order  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  a 
fugitive  criminal  from  another  country  ? 
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5.  Opinions  of  Attorney-Generals. — The  Aitornej-Generala 
of  the  United  States  have  been  frequently  called  upon  to  express 
their  official  opinions  on  various  points  connected  with  interna- 
tional extradition.  One  of  the  earliest  of  these  opinions  was 
given  by  Attorney-General  Lee  in  1797,  in  the  Com  of  William, 
Jones^  1  Op.  Att.-Oen.  68,  in  which  he  said :  ^'If  a  demand  were 
formally  made  that  William  Jones,  a  subject  and  fugitive  from 
justice,  or  any  of  our  own  citizens,  heinous  offenders  within  the 
dominion  of  Spain,  should  be  delivered  to  their  Government  for 
trial  and  punishment,  the  United  States  are  in  duty  bound  to 
comply ;  yet  having  omitted  to  make  a  law  directing  the  mode 
of  proceeding,  T  know  not  how,  according  to  the  present  system, 
a  delivery  of  such  offender  could  be  effected.  To  refuse  or  neg- 
lect to  comply  with  such  a  demand  may,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, afford  to  the  foreign  nation  just  cause  for  war." 

The  United  States  at  the  time  had  no  extradition  treaty  with 
Spain,  and  hence  the  whole  question  was  simply  one  of  comity, 
which  Attorney- General  Lee  regarded  as  equivalent  to  an  inter- 
national obligation.  He  saw  no  way  of  discharging  the  duty  in 
the  then  existing  state  of  the  law,  and  hence  suggested  the  expe- 
diency of  enacting  a  law  to  remedy  the  difficulty. 

Attorney-General  Wirt,  in  BiMvocwCa  Case^  1  Op.  Att.-Gen. 
509,  in  1821  went  into  a  thorough  examination  of  the  question ; 
and  the  result  to  which  he  came  was  stated  as  follows :  '^  The  truth 
seems  to  be  that  this  duty  of  delivering  up  criminals  is  so  vague, 
is  of  so  imperfect  a  nature  as  an  obligation,  is  so  inconveniently 
incumbered  in  practice  by  the  requisition  that  the  part^  demanded 
shall  have  been  convicted  on  full  and  judicial  proof,  or  such  proof 
as  may  be  called  for  by  the  nation  on  whom  the  demand  is  made, 
and  the  usage  to  deliver  or  refuse  being  perfectly  at  the  option 
of  each  nation,  has  been  so  various,  and  consequently  so  uncer- 
tain in  its  action,  that  these  causes  combined  have  led  to  the 
practice  of  providing  by  treaty  for  all  caaea  in  which  a  nation 
wishes  to  give  herself  a  right  to  call  for  fugitives  from  her 
'justice." 

The  demand  in  this  case  was  made  by  Great  Britain  without 
any  extradition  treaty,  and  the  Attorney-General  held  that  there 
was  no  obligation  to  comply  with  it.    He  added  the  expression 
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of  an  opinion  that  even  if  there  were  each  an  obligation  under 
the  law  of  nations,  ^^  still  the  President  has  no  power  to  make  the 
delivery,"  since  he  can  derive  this  power  only  from  treaties  or 
from  acts  of  Congress,  neither  of  which  then  contained  any  pro- 
vision giving  him  such  authority. 

In  the  Cdse  of  two  Porimgue^e  Sea/men^  3  Op.  Att.-Gen.  659, 
whose  delivery  was  requested  by  the  King  of  Portugal,  Attorney- 
General  Taney  said :  "  There  is  no  law  of  Congress  which  au- 
thorizes the  President  to  deliver  up  any  one  found  in  the  United 
States  who  is  charged  with  having  committed  a  crime  against  a 
foreign  nation,  and  we  have  no  treaty  stipulations  with  Portugal 
for  the  delivery  of  offenders.  In  such  a  state  of  things  it  has 
always  been  held  that  the  President  possesses  no  authority  to  de- 
liver up  the  offender."  So  also,  in  reference  to  the  Application 
of  Chevalier  HuygenSy  2  Op.  Att.-Gen.  452,  he  said :  "  As  there 
18  no  stipulation  by  treaty  between  the  two  governments  for  the 
mutual  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice,  I  think  the  President 
-would  not  be  justified  in  directing  the  surrender  of  the  person 
on  whom  a  part  of  the  stolen  articles  may  have  been  found,  in 
order  that  he  may  be  brought  to  trial  in  the  country  where  he  is 
supposed  to  have  committed  the  robbery.^* 

In  De  WitCa  Ca%e^  3  Op.  Att.-Gen.  661,  Attorney-General 
Legar6  said :  ^^  The  President  is  not  considered  as  authorized,  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  provision  by  treaty,  to  order  the  de- 
livering up  of  fugitives  from  justice." 

In  Wva^a  Case^  6  Op.  Att.-Gten.  85,  Attorney-General  Gush- 
ing, after  referring  to  the  cases  for  extradition  specified  in  the 
treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  and  remarking  that  larceny, 
the  offense  chai^ged  against  Wing,  was  not  embraced  in  the  list, 
proceeded  to  say :  '*  It  is,  therefore,  in  these  cases  only  that,  by 
treaty,  either  Government  can  claim  the  extradition  of  fugitives 
taking  refuge  in  the  dominions  of  the  other.  It  is  the  settled 
politic  doctrine  of  the  United  States  that,  independently  of 
special  compact,  no  State  is  bound  to  deliver  up  fugitives  from 
thp  justice  of  another  State.  *  *  *  j  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  to  grant  the  present  application  would  be  contrary 
to  true  doctrines  of  international  law." 
2 
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So  also  in  HamiltorCs  Case^  6  Op,  Att.-Gen.  431,  Attorney- 
General  Gushing  said:  **It  is  the  established  rule  of  the  United 
States  neither  to  grant  nor  to  ask  for  extradition  of  criminals,  as 
between  us  and  any  foreign  Government,  unless  in  cases  for  which 
stipulation  is  made  by  express  convention." 

These  opinions  are  very  far  from  sustaining  the  position 
assumed  by  Secretary  Seward  in  ordering  the  surrender  of  Argu- 
elles  to  the  Spanish  authorities.  Only  one  of  them,  that  of  At- 
torney-General Lee,  given  in  1797,  claims  that  extradition,  in  the 
absence  of  treaties,  has  any  basis  in  the  law  of  nations ;  and  even 
ho  did  not  hold  that  the  duty  could  be  discharged  by  the  execu- 
tive department  of  the  Government,  unless  it  was  expressly  em- 
powered for  this  purpose  by  the  legislative  action  of  Congress. 

6.  Jadicial  Opinions.  —  The  question  of  international  extra- 
dition has  frequently  come  before  the  courts  of  this  country ; 
and,  with  a  single  exception,  the  opinions  expressed  are  unani- 
mous to  the  effect  that  there  is  no  obligation  to  surrender  fugi- 
tive criminals,  except  as  provided  for  by  treaty  stipulations. 
Chancellor  Kent,  In  the  Matter  of  Daniel  Wa^hhum^  4  Johns. 
Ch.  105,  who  was  charged  with  theft  in  Canada,  and  brought 
before  him  on  habeas  corpus  in  1819,  expressed  the  following 
opinion:  '^It  is  the  law  and  usage  of  nations,  resting  on  the 
plainest  principles  of  justice  and  public  utility,  to  deliver  up  of- 
fenders charged  with  felony  and  other  high  crimes,  and  fleeing 
from  the  country  in  which  the  crime  was  committed,  into  a  for- 
eign and  friendly  jurisdiction.  When  a  case  of  that  kind  occurs 
it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  civil  magistrate,  on  due  proof  of  the 
fact,  to  commit  the  fugitive,  to  the  end  that  a  reasonable  time 
may  be  afforded  for  the  Government  here  to  deliver  him  up,  or 
for  the  foreign  Government  to  make  the  requisite  application  to 
the  proper  authorities  for  his  surrender.  *  *  *  Whether 
such  offender  be  a  subject  of  the  foreign  Government,  or  a  citi- 
zen of  this  country,  would  make  no  difference  in  the  application 
of  the  principle." 

A  similar  opinion  is  expressed  in  his  Commentaries  (third  ed.), 
vol.  1,  p.  36.  Chancellor  Kent  is  very  high  authority ;  yet  the 
doctrine  here  stated  is  not  supported,  but  rather  expressly  con- 
tradicted by  the  judiciary  of  this  country. 
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In  The  Commonwealth  v.  Deacon^  10  Serg.  &  Eawle,  125, 
Chief  Justice  Tighlman,  of  the  Supreme  Court  pi  Pennsylvania, 
had  occasion  in  lb23  to  consider  this  subject ;  and  after  an  elabo- 
rate review  of  the  opinions  of  **  respectable  authors,  the  practice 
of  nations  and  judicial  decisions,"  he  came  to  the  following  con- 
'^^^-..-xhision :  "  Upon  the  whole,  the  safest  principle  seems  to  be  that 
no  State  has  an  absolute  and  perfect  right  to  demand  of  anotber 
the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  though  it  has  what  is  called 
an  imperfect  right  —  that  is,  a  right  to  ask  it  as  a  matter  of 
courtesy,  good  will  and  mutual  convenience.  But  a  refusal  to 
grant  such  request  is  no  just  cause  of  war."  The  mere  right 
to  ask  the  delivery,  which  is  the  only  right  conceded  by  the  Chief 
Justice,  is  really  no  right  at  all,  since  it  imposes  no  obligation. 

In  The  United  Statee  v.  Davis,  2  Snmn.  482,  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  in  1837:  "We 
are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances  established  in  evi- 
dence, there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case."  In  answer  to  the 
suggestion  of  the  district  judge  that  Davis  should  be  remanded 
to  the  foreign  Government  for  trial,  Mr.  Justice  Story  remarked : 
"  That  he  had  never  known  any  such  authority  exercised  by  our 
courts,  except  where  the  case  was  provided  for  by  the  stipulations 
of  some  treaty.  He  had  great  doubts  whether,  upon  principles  of 
international  law,  and  independent  of  any  statutable  provisions 
of  treaty  stipulations,  any  court  of  justice  was  either  bound  in 
duty,  or  authorized  in  its  discretion,  to  send  back  any  offender  to 
a  foreign  Government  whose  laws  he  was  supposed  to  have  vio- 
lated." The  district  judge  assented  to  this  view,  and  the  prisoner 
was  discharged. 

In  the  Case  of  Jose  Ferreira  Dos  Santos^  2  Brock.  493,  Judge 
Barbour,  who  was  subsequently  appointed  as  one  of  the  justices 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  remarked  that  the 
solution  of  the  question  presented  to  the  court  depended  upon 
that  of  two  others :  "  1.  Has  a  nation,  whose  citizen  or  subject 
commits  a  crime  within  its  own  jurisdiction,  and  is  afterward 
found  within  that  of  another,  a  right  by  the  law  of  nations,  upon 
its  demand,  to  have  him  delivered  up  by  that  other,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  tried  where  the  crime  was  committed  ?  2.  If  such 
right  exists,  have  the  judicial  officers  of  the  United  States,  sup- 
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posing  the  evidence  to  be  sufficient,  any  aathority  to  act  in  rela- 
tion to  it  as  auxiliary  to  the  executive  department  f "  Both  of 
these  questions  were  considered  at  large,  and  both  answered  in 
the  negative. 

Judge  Barbour,  in  the  conclusion  of  his  deliverance,  said  :  "  I 
am  of  opinion  that,  without  a  treaty  stipulation,  this  Government 
is  not  under  any  obligation  to  surrender  a  fugitive  from  justice 
to  another  Government  for  trial,  and  that,  as  a  judicial  officer  of 
the  United  States,  I  have  no  authority  whatever,  either  to  arrest 
or  detain,  with  a  view  to  such  surrender."  The  United  States 
had  no  extradition  treaty  with  Portugal ;  and  hence  the  prisoner, 
who  was  a  Portuguese  subject,  was  at  once  discharged.  This 
case  occurred  in  1835. 

In  T/ie  Matter  of  the  Britieh  Prisoners^  1  Woodb.  &  Minot, 
66,  which,  in  1845,  came  before  the  United  States  Circuit  Court 
for  the  First  Circuit,  Judge  Woodbury,  after  stating  the  facts  of 
the  case,  proceeded  to  say  :  "  It  was  then  a  proper  case,  and  one 
expressly  enumerated  under  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  of  1842 
for  the  surrender  of  a  supposed  offender.  But  without  such  a 
stipulation,  however  fit  it  might  seem  in  comity  or  morals  to  sur- 
render citizens  of  other  countries  to  answer  for  offenses  com- 
mitted at  home  against  their  own  laws,  it  is  usually  considered 
that  there  is  no  political  obligation  under  the  laws  of  nations  to 
do  it." 

In  Adrianoe  v.  Lagrave^  59  N;  Y.  110,  Chief  Judge  Church, 
in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  said :  "  It  was 
formerly  very  much  questioned  among  jurists  whether  the  surren- 
der of  fugitives  from  justice,  by  one  Government  to  another, 
was  a  duty  or  obligation  imposed  by  the  law  of  nations,  or  de- 
pended upon  courtesy  or  comity,  which  might,  or  not,  bo  exer- 
cised at  the  pleasure  of  each  Government  without  cause  of  com- 
plaint. In  this  country,  and  in  England  at  least,  it  has  been  sub- 
stantially settled  that  no  such  duty  exists ;  and  in  practice  it  is 
believed  that  in  nearly  all  countries  neither  demand  nor  surren- 
der is  now  made,  except  in  obedience  to  treaty  stipulations." 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  in  The  Commonwealth  v. 
UaweSj  13  Bush,  697,  said :  "  The  right  of  one  Government  to 
demand  and  receive  from  another  the  custody  of  an  offender  who 
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has  Bought  asylam  upon  its  soil,  depends  upon  the  existence  of 
treaty  stipulations  between  them,  and  in  all  cases  is  derived  from, 
and  is  measured  and  restricted  by,  the  provisions,  express  or  im- 
plied, of  the  treaty." 

So,  also,  in  Th^  Matter  of  Metzger^  6  How.  176,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  said :  '^  The  surrender  of  fugitives 
from  justice  is  a  matter  of  conventional  arrangement  between 
States,  as  no  such  obligation  is  imposed  by  the  law  of  nations." 

7*  The  ConGlusion. — The  preponderance  of  authority  de- 
rived from  practice,  the  legislation  of  Congress,  the  opinions  of 
the  AttomejsGeneralt  of  the  United  States,  and  the  deliverances 
of  the  judiciary,  both  State  and  Federal,  clearly  shows  that  no 
department  of  the  Oeneral  Government  is  either  bound  or  author- 
ized to  deliver  up  fugitive  criminals  from  other  countries,  except 
in  those  cases  for  which  provision  is  made  by  treaty.  The  powers 
of  the  Government  are  bestowed  by  the  Constitution ;  and,  ex- 
cept as  it  may  be  clothed  with  the  extradition  power  through 
treaties,  no  such  power  is  found  among  the  express  or  implied 
grants  to  Congress,  or  among  those  to  the  executive  department, 
or  among  the  powers  given  to  the  Federal  judiciary.  There  can 
be  no  discretion  in  the  exercise  of  the  power,  since  it  does  not 
exist  at  all. 

The  delivery  of  Arguelles,  being  wholly  without  any  legal 
authority,  was  not  at  all  excusable  by  tlie  fact  that  the  alleged 
fugitive  was  supposed  to  be  guilty  of  a  heinous  offense.  This 
supposition,  if  true,  does  not  change  the  principle  or  the  nature 
of  the  act  Bules  of  law  do  not  vary  with  tiie  merits  or  demerits 
of  the  particular  case  to  which  they  are  applied.  Lynching  men 
for  murder,  not  being  the  method  prescribed  by  law  for  killing 
murderers,  is  itself  an  act  of  murder. 

So  the  forcible  seizure  of  a  person  and  the  delivery  of  him  to 
tlie  agent  or  agents  of  another  Government,  to  be  removed  from 
the  jurisdiction  and  protection  of  the  laws  of  this  country,  and 
to  be  tried  for  a  crime  or  crimes  committed  elsewhere,  unless 
authorized  and  provided  for  by  a  treaty,  can  have  no  other  legal 
character  than  tliat  of  official  kidnapping.  The  action  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government,  in  the  case  of  Arguelles, 
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was  an  enormous  usurpation  of  power,  and,  as  a  precedent,  is 
one  of  tlie  very  worst  in  our  whole  history.  It  ought  to  havo 
called  forth  the  most  unqualified  protest  on  the  part  of  Congress. 

The  theory  that  any  person,  peacefully  coming  within  the  jur- 
isdiction of  our  laws,  and  committing  no  offense  against  themj 
may,  in  the  absence  of  any  treaty  or  law  of  Congress  authorizing 
his  extradition  on  the  charge  of  crime  made  by  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment, be  denied  the  right  of  unmolested  asylum  at  the  discretion 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  assigns  to  his  office  tlie 
prerogatives  of  an  absolute  despot.  Such  was  the  theory  put  in 
practice  with  reference  to  Arguelles, 

TVe  have  selected  this  case,  not  on  account  of  the  man  himself, 
but  on  account  of  the  principle  involved  in  it,  and  especially  for 
the  purpose  of  considering  the  question  whether  the  General 
Government,  independently  of  treaties,  is  clothed  with  the  power 
of  international  extradition,  and  also  whether  such  extradition 
on  the  simple  basis  of  the  law  of  nations  has  any  legal  standing 
among  the  American  people.  The  preponderance  of  authority 
is  overwhelmingly  against  the  idea. 

Secretary  Seward,  in  his  answer  to  the  resolution  of  the  Sen- 
ate, remarked  that  no  nation  is  '^  bound  to  furnish  asylum  to  dan- 
gerous criminals  who  are  offenders  againet  the  human  race." 
This  is  true,  yet  it  has  no  relation  to  the  question  whether  the 
arrest  and  delivery  of  Arguelles  were  legally  justifiable.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  is  not  clothed  with  the  total 
sovereignty  of  the  .United  States,  but  is  simply  the  executive 
authority  thereof,  and,  as  such,  hmited  in  his  powers  and  duties 
by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  cannot 
lawfully  exercise  any  power  with  which  he  is  not  thus  invested. 
The  policy  of  the  United  States  as  to  the  extradition  of  fugitive 
criminals  is  not  to  be  settled  by  an  executive  act,  without  the 
warrant  cf  a  treaty,  or  any  law  of  Congress  authorizing  the  act. 
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The  question  which  it  will  be  tlie  object  of  this  chapter  to 
confiider  and  answer,  is  whether  the  States  of  the  Union  have 
the  power,  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  to  deliver  up  to  a  foreign  Government  persons  found 
within  their  respective  territories,  at  the  I'equest  or  demand  of 
such  Government,  and  upon  the  charge  and  proof  that  these  per- 
sons have  committed  crimes  against  its  laws,  in  order  that  they 
may  be  tried  and  punished  for  such  alleged  offenses. 

This  question  relates  entirely  to  that  form  of  extradition  which 
is  called  international,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  inter-State  ex- 
tradition, for  which  a  special  provision  is  made  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  If,  as  was  partly  shown  in  the  pre- 
vious chapter,  and  will  be  more  fully  shown  in  the  next  chapter, 
the  United  States  possess  the  extradition  power,  to  be  exercised 
by  the  President  in  making  and  executing  extradition  treaties, 
then  it  is  important  to  ascertain  whether  the  same  power  is  also 
possessed  by  the  several  States  composing  the  Union,  and  may 
by  them  be  concurrently  exercised.    This  is  the  present  inquiry. 

1.  The  Political  Status  of  the  States.— The  States  of  the 
Union,  in  themselves  considered  as  distinct  and  separate  politi- 
cal oi^nizations,  are  not  nations,  any  more  than  the  towns  and 
counties  composing  them  are  nations.  They  are  simply  parts  of 
the  political  body  or  nation  known  as  '*the  United  States  of 
America."  They  have  no  treaty  power.  They  neither  send  nor 
receive  ambassadors.  They  conduct  no  foreign  correspondence 
with  the  nations  of  the  earth.  They  can  neither  declare  war  nor 
make  peace.  They  have  no  political  status,  as  nations,  in  the 
great  family  of  nations. 

The  United'  States,  on  the  other  hand,  form  a  nation,  and, 
through  the  Government  thereof,  manage  and  conduct  all  the 
relations  of  the  country  with  other  nations.  The  Government 
of  the  United  States  does,  in  this  respect,  precisely  the  things 
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which  the  States  have  no  power  to  do.  All  international  mat- 
ters, alike  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  are  ob- 
viously intended  to  be  placed  ezdusivelj  in  its  hands,  and  with- 
drawn from  the  sphere  of  State  powers  and  State  action. 

The  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  at  the  request  of  a  for- 
eign Government,  is  plainly  an  international  matter,  properly 
belonging  to  the  foreign  intercourse  of  the  United  States.  It 
is  a  question  between  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and 
foreign  Governments.  The  latter,  either  with  or  without  a 
treaty,  make  the  request  or  demand,  when  fugitive  criminals 
have  sought  asylum  in  this  land.;  and  the  former  deals  with  the 
matter  according  to  its  sense  of  propriety  and  justice. 

If  then  the  General  Government,  through  the  treaty  power, 
possesses  the  extradition  power,  as  will  be  shown  in  the  ensuing 
chapter,  and  if  this  power  belongs  to  the  foreign  intercourse  of 
the  country  in  which  the  States  as  such  do  not  participate,  the 
strong  presumption  from  the  whole  analogy  and  structure  of  the 
Constitution  is  that  the  States  do  not  also  possess  the  same  power. 
The  possession  of  this  power  by  the  States,  if  real,  would  be 
exceptional  to  the  general  import  and  design  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. It  would  in  this  respect  place  them  in  relations  to  other 
countries  not  elsewhere  recognized  or  admitted  in  that  instni- 
raent. 

There  is,  moreover,  no  practical  necessity  that  the  States 
sliould  possess  or  exercise  this  power.  The  possession  of  it  by 
the  General  Government,  and  its  operation  through  that  Gov- 
ernment in  all  parts  of  the  United  States,  are  amply  sufficient 
for  all  the  purposes  sought  to  be  gained  by  extradition. 

2«  The  Question  of  Bpepugnancy. — It  is  one  of  the  ^settled 
rules,  in  the  interpretation  of  the  Constitution,  that  the  States 
possess  no  power  which,  in  the  exercise  thereof,  would  be  re- 
pugnant to  a  similar  power  granted  to  the  General  Government, 
and  that,  too,  whether  the  power  be  expressly  prohibited  to  the 
States  or  not.  Alexander  Hamilton  laid  down  this  principle, 
and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  repeatedly 
affirmed  it.    {The  FederalUiy  No.  52.) 

Kow,  it  being  assumed  that  the  General  Gx>vemment  does  pos- 
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seas  the  extradition  power,  and  may  exercise  it  in  its  discretion, 
then,  if  the  States  also  possess  the  same  power  and  maj  exercise 
it  in  their  discretion,  the  latter  may  entirely  frustrate  the  policy 
adopted  by  the  former.  The  refusal  of  the  General  Govern- 
ment to  make  extradition  treaties,  or  to  deliver  np  fugitive  crimi- 
nals to  foreign  Governments  under  any  circumstances,  or  to 
make  the  delivery  of  such  a  criminal  in  a  specific  case,  could  be 
rendered  utterly  null  and  void,  if  what  the  Government  refuses 
to  do  each  of  the  States  might  do. 

So,  also,  if  the  Government  should  by  treaty  enter  into  stipu- 
lations with  other  Governments  on  this  subject,  and  thus  define 
the  circumstances  and  rules  under  which,  the  crimes  for  which, 
and  the  evidence  upon  which,  extradition  might  be  had,  all  this 
would  be  nugatory,  if  it  were  true  that  every  State  in  the 
Union,  as  such,  possessed,  independently  and  concurrently  with 
the  General  Government,  the  power  of  regulating  this  subject 
within  its  own  territory.  It  might  have  a  policy  entirely  diflTer- 
ent  from  that  of  the  General  Government. 

The  President,  upon  this  supposition,  could  make  no  treaty  on 
the  subject,  and  Congress  could  enact  no  law  for  Its  execution, 
that  would  establish  any  uniform  and  settled  rule  in  the  practice 
of  the  country.  Whatever  might  be  the  policy  of  the  General 
Government,  whether  negative  in  the  form  of  refusal,  or  posi- 
tive in  the  form  of  extradition  treaties,  it  would  be  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  States  either  to  change  or  reverse  it  at  any  time, 
by  the  adoption  of  a  different  policy. 

The  possession  of  the  extradition  power,  by  the  States,  is  mani- 
festly repugnant  to  the  possession  and  exercise  of  the  same 
power  by  the  General  Government.  And,  inasmuch  as  the  lat- 
ter undoubtedly  possesses  the  power,  it  follows  as  a  necessary 
inference  that  the  former  do  not  and  cannot  possess  and  exer* 

cise  it. 

The  case  is  not  parallel  to  those  cases  in  which  concurrent  but 
compatible  powers,  as,  for  example,  the  power  of  taxation,  are 
possessed  alike  by  the  General  Government  and  by  the  State 
governments.  The  taxing  power  is  necessary  to  both  govern- 
ments, and  may  be  exercised  by  both,  without  any  interference  of 

the  one  with  the  operations  of  the  other. 
8 
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Nor  is  the  case  parallel  to  those  cases  in  which  a  State  Oov- 
emcnent  may  act  on  a  subject  until  the  General  Government 
shall  see  fit  to  act  on  the  same  subject,  and  thereby  supersede  the 
action  of  the  State,  as,  for  example,  the  passage  of  a  bankrupt 
law  bj  a  State  in  the  absence  of  any  legislation  by  Congress  with 
regard  to  bankruptcy.  The  omission  of  the  General  Government 
to  make  extradition  treaties  and  enact  extradition  laws  would 
be  the  refusal  of  all  extradition,  and  in  this  sense  it  would 
be  positive  action  on  the  subject ;  and  if  the  States  having  the 
extradition  power  were  to  adopt  a  different  policy  then  their 
policy  would  be  repugnant  to  that  of  the  General  Government. 
No  such  repugnancy  exists  when  States  enact  bankrupt  laws, 
where  Congress  has  not  legislated  at  all  on  the  subject. 

Nor,  again,  is  extradition  parallel  to  an  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  States,  which  was  considered  and  sustained  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  The  CUy  of  New  York 
V.  Mihij  11  Pet.  102.  The  police  power  of  a  State  operates  for 
the  protection  and  safety  of  the  people  of  that  State,  and  may, 
if  necessary,  extend  to  the  exclusion  of  any  class  of  persons 
therefrom,  except  when  the  Constitution,  or  a  treaty,  or  a  law  of 
Congress  otherwise  provides.  Such  an  exercise  of  power  has 
nothing  to  do  with  foreign  nations,  and  involves  no  intercourse 
or  arrangements  with  them.  It  is  simply  a  domestic  regulation 
for  the  general  good. 

Extradition,  on  the  other  hand,  is  direct  intercourse  with  a  for- 
eign Government.  It  hears  a  request  from  that  Government,  and 
decides  whether  it  shall  be  granted  or  not.  It  arrests  a  fugitive 
criminal  in  order  to  co-operate  with  a  foreign  nation  in  its  effort 
to  bring  him  to  justice ;  and  if  the  arrest  and  delivery  be  by  a 
State,  then  that  State  passes  into  the  sphere  of  intercourse  and 
co-operation  with  such  foreign  nation,  and  is  exercising  a  power 
which  is  not  compatible  with  a  similar  power  possessed  by  the 
General  Government. 

3.  The  Constitutional  Prohibition.  —  The  Constitution,  in 
its  first  article  and  in  the  first  clause  of  the  tenth  section,  declares 
that  ''no  State  shall  enter  into  any  treaty,  alliance  or  confedera- 
tion ; "  and,  in  a  subsequent  clause  of  the  same  section,  it  declares 
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that  no  State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  "  enter  into 
any  agreement  or  compact  with  another  State,  or  with  a  foreign 
power." 

The  first  of  these  prohibitions  is  absolute  and  unqualified,  and 
completely  excludes  all  power  in  the  States  to  make  treaties  with 
foreign  nations  on  any  subject  whatever.  The  States,  of  course, 
cannot  make  extradition  treaties  securing  the  right  to  demand 
fugitive  criminals  from  foreign  Governments,  and  contracting  the 
obligation  to  deliver  them  up  to  such  Governments. 

The  second  prohibition  forbids  the  States,  without  the  consent 
of  Congress,  to  enter  into  any  agreement  or  compact  "  with  a 
foreign  power.'^  The  "  agreement  or  compact,"  as  here  referred 
to,  is  not  identical  with  a  formal  treaty,  which  is  absolutely  for- 
bidden in  a  previous  clause  of  the  section.  The  words  mean  any 
an-angement,  negotiation,  agreement  or  compact  with  a  foreign 
power,  though  it  should  not  amount  to  a  treaty  in  the  strict 
sense ;  and  no  State,  unless  with  the  prior  consent  of  Congress, 
can  enter  into  any  arrangement,  negotiation,  agreement,  or  com- 
pact on  any  subject  with  another  State  or  with  a  foreign  power. 

The  plain  design  of  both  prohibitions  is  to  exclude  the  States 
from  all  official  intercourse  with  foreign  nations,  and  leave  all 
such  intercourse  to  be  exclusively  managed  and  conducted  by  the 
General  Government.  They  cannot  make  a  treaty,  and  they 
cannot,  except  with  the  consent  of  Congress,  enter  into  aivy 
agreement  or  compact,  either  with  each  other  or  with  a  foreign 
power,  even  though  it  should  not  be  a  treaty  in  the  technical 
sense. 

It  follows  that  no  State  can,  without  such  consent,  agree  in  a 
specific  case  to  deliver  up  a  fugitive  criminal  to  a  foreign  Gov- 
ernment ;  and  if  it  has  no  power  to  make  such  an  agi-eement, 
then  it  has  no  power  to  do  the  thing  itself.  Ko  State  can  do 
what  it  has  no  power  to  agree  to  do.  The  delivery  of  a  fugitive 
criminal  to  a  foreign  Government,  even  without  a  regular  and 
formal  agreement  beforehand,  would  be  essentially  the  same  thing 
as  doing  it  with  such  an  agreement.  It  would,  in  that  case,  be  an 
affirmative  response  to  the  request  or  demand  of  the  foreign 
Government  and  an  agreement  to  do  the  thing  requested  or  de- 
manded, accompanied  with  the  actual  doing  of  it,  and  would  be 
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just  the  thing  in  kind  which  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  Constitution 
to  forbid  and  prevent. 

Moreover,  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal  to  a  foreign  Gov- 
ernment by  a  State,  even  with  the  consent  of  Congress,  suppos- 
ing this  consent  to  be  obtained,  would  not  be  admissible,  since 
the  power  to  do  so,  as  already  shown,  would  be  repugnant  to  a 
similar  power  vested  in  the  General  Gosremment.  The  agree- 
ment or  compact  with  a  foreign  power  which,  with  the  consent 
of  Congress,  is  admissible,  is  evidently  not  of  the  kind  that  em- 
braces the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  since  this  is  provided 
for  in  the  powers  of  the  General  Government,  and  since  it  is  a 
part  of  the  foreign  intercourse  of  the  United  States  intended  to 
be  exclusively  confided  to  that  Government,  and  especially  to  the 
President  in  the  exercise  of  the  treaty-making  power.  The 
framers  of  the  Constitution  evidently  did  not  mean  that  Congress, 
by  simply  giving  its  consent,  should  be  able  to  endow  a  State  with 
any  such  power. 

4.  The  Case  of  Holmes.  —  An  application  was,  in  1840,  made 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States  by  the  authorities  of  Lower 
Canada  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  one  George  Holmes,  on 
the  charge  of  murder  committed  in  Lower  Canada.  There  was 
at  the  time  no  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain 
for  the  mutual  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals ;  and  the  President, 
holding  that  he  had  no  authority  to  comply  with  such  an  applica- 
tion, except  as  authorized  by  treaty  to  do  so,  declined  to  take  any 
action  in  the  case. 

A  similar  application  was  then  made  to  Governor  Jennison,  of 
Vermont,  in  which  State  the  fugitive  criminal  was  declared  to 
be  domiciled.  There  was  at  the  time  no  statute  law  of  that 
State  giving  the  Governor  authority  to  order  the  arrest  and  de- 
liveiy  of  fugitive  criminals  at  the  request  of  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment. 

Governor  Jennison,  however,  issued  a  warrant  of  arrest,  and 
directed  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Washington,  having  ar- 
rested Holmes,  to  convey  him  to  some  convenient  place  on  the 
confines  of  the  State  of  Vermont  and  Lower  Canada,  and  there 
deliver  him  to  such  person  or  persons  as  might  by  the  Canadian 
authorities  be  empowered  to  receive  him.    The  sheriff  executed 
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the  warrant  of  arrest;  but  before  the  delivery  waa  actually 
effected  Holmes  sued  out  a  writ  of  habe(M  corpus  from  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Yermont,  commanding  the  sheriff  to  bring  the 
body  of  the  prisoner  into  court,  and  make  due  return  as  to  the 
cause  of  the  arrest  and  detention. 

Tlie  court,  having  heard  the  case,  adjudged  as  follows : 

^^  Wherefore,  after  a  full  hearing  of  the  parties,  and  all  and 
singular  the  premises  aforesaid  being  seen  and  fully  examined,  it 
18  adjudged  by  the  court  here  that  the  aforesaid  cause  of  deten- 
tion and  imprisonment  of  the  said  Geor^  Holmes  is  good  and 
sufficient  in  law,  and  that  he  be  remandea  and  held  accordingly 
under  the  process  set  forth  in  the  return  to  this  writ  of  habeas 
carpus?^ 

This  decision  affirmed  and  sustained  the  power  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Vermont  to  issue  the  warrant  for  the  arrest,  detention 
and  delivery  of  Holmes  to  the  Canadian  authorities  as  a  fugitive 
criminal,  even  without  any  express  statute  of  the  State  providing 
therefor.  It  assumed  that  the  State,  through  its  executive  au- 
thority, could  make  such  an  arrest  and  delivery,  and  that,  too, 
notwithstanding  the  President  of  the  United  States  for  want  of 
power  had  declined  to  act  The  Governor  of  Vermont,  in  a 
matter  of  foreign  intercourse,  undertook  to  do  what  the  Presi- 
dent decided  that  he  had  no  power  to  do ;  and  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State  affirmed  the  legality  of  his  action. 

The  decision  being  rendered  by  the  highest  court  of  the  State 
of  Vermont,  Holmes,  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Act  of  1789  (1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  73),  sued  out  a  writ 
of  error  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States ;  and  this 
court,  being  divided  in  opinion,  was  not  able,  as  a  court,  to  render 
any  other  judgment  than  that  of  dismissing  the  case  for  want  of 
jurisdiction.  {Holmes  v.  Jennison^  14  Pet.  540.)  There  was, 
consequently,  no  positive  decision  by  the  court  in  regard  to  the 
specific  question  involved  in  the  action  of  Governor  Jennison, 
and  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont. 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  however,  delivered  an  elaborate  opinion 
upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  with  him  Messrs.  Justices  Story, 
McLean  and  Wayne  concurred.  The  main  point  in  the  case  he 
stated  as  follows :  '^  Can  a  State,  since  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
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stitution  of  the  United  States,  deliver  up  an  individual  found 
within  its  territory  to  a  foreign  Government,  to  be  there  tried 
for  offenses  alleged  to  have  been  committed  against  it?"  Upon 
this  point  he  remarked : 

"  This  involves  an  inquiry  into  the  relative  powers  of  the  Fede- 
ral and  State  Governments  upon  a  subject  which  is  sometimes 
one  of  great  delicacy.  In  the  case  before  us,  the  party  concerned 
is  an  obscure  individual,  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
who  is  not  likely  to  attract  any  great  share  of  public  attention. 
But  in  times  of  war  and  high  excitement  the  principle  now  to 
be  decided  may  reach  cases  where  great  public  interests  are  con- 
cerned, and  where  the  surrender  may  materially  affect  the  peace 
of  the  Union.  We  are  fully  sensible  of  the  importance  of  the 
inquiry,  and  of  the  necessity  of  approaching  it  with  the  utmost 
deliberation  and  caution." 

Having  disposed  of  a  preliminary  question  relating  to  jurisdic- 
tion, Chief  Justice  Taney,  assuming  that  the  General  Govern- 
ment possesses  the  extradition  power,  denied  that  the  State  gov- 
ernments also  possess  the  same  power.  For  this  opinion  he 
assigned  two  reasons,  both  of  which  he  expanded  at  length. 
The  first  reason  is  the  fact  that,  according  to  the  express  words 
of  the  Constitution,  the  power  is  one  of  the  powers  which  the 
States  are  forbidden  to  exercise  without  the  consent  of  Congress. 
The  second  reason  consists  in  the  fact  that  the  power  would  be 
incompatible  and  inconsistent  with  the  powers  conferred  on  the 
Federal  Government.  The  substance  of  both  of  these  reasons, 
in  a  condensed  form,  has  been  presented  in  the  preceding  argu- 
ment on  the  question,  and  need  not  be  here  repeated. 

It  is  true  that  this  deliverance  was  not  an  authoritative  reversal 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Yerraont,  but  simply 
an  expression  of  the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Taney  and  the  other 
three  justices  who  concurred  with  his  views.  It,  however,  had 
the  practical  effect  of  a  reversal.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Ver- 
mont soon  after  revised  and  reversed  its  own  decision,  and  or- 
dered the  discharge  of  Holmes  from  custody,  thereby  declaring 
the  custody  to  be  unlawful,  and  also  declaring  that  the  Govemo Jf 
of  Yermont  had  no  authority  for  ordering  the  arrest,  detentioA^ 
and  delivery  of  Holmes  to  the  person  or  persons  empowered  \^  .y 

\ 
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the  authorities  of  Lower  Canada  to  receive  hiin.    {Md  parte 
Holmes,  12  Vt.  631.) 

6*  The  Case  of  Carl  Togt. — The  same  question  was,  in  1872, 
considered  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York 
in  The  People,  ex  rd.  Francia  C.  Bwrlow,  v.  Omiie,  50  N.  Y. 
821. 

The  case,  as  it  stood  before  the  court,  came  up  on  a  writ  of 
error  to  review  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  at  General 
Term,  in  the  first  judicial  department,  which  judgment  affirmed 
the  proceedings  before  the  defendant,  who  was  a  judge  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  which  proceedings  had 
been  brought  into  the  Supreme  Court  by  a  writ  of  certiorari. 
(46  How.  Pr.  171.) 

The  facts  in  the  case  were  as  follows :  A  man  by  the  name  of 
Carl  Vogt  was  confined  in  the  prison  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
upon  a  commitment  to  answer  an  indictment  for  grand  lirceny, 
Dpon  the  request  of  the  Minister  of  Belgium,  who  charged  Vogt 
with  the  crimes  of  murder,  robbery  and  arson,  committed  near  the 
city  of  Brussels,  in  Belgium,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
York  issued  his  warrant,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  reciting  and  setting  forth  in  detail  the 
proof  which  had  been  produced  before  him  to  show  the  truth  of 
the  chai^  specifying  the  application  of  the  Belgian  Minister  for 
the  arrest  and  delivery  of  Vogt  as  a  fugitive  criminal,  and  order- 
ing the  sheriff  to  deliver  him  to  the  person  designated  by  the 
Belgian  authorities,  to  the  end  that  he  might  be  taken  to  Brussels 
and  there  tried  for  his  crimes. 

These  proceedings  were  taken  on  the  25th  of  May,  1872,  when 
there  was  no  extradition  treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Belgium,  and,  consequently,  when  the  President  of  the  United 
States  had  no  authority  to  deliver  up  fugitive 'criminals  to  the 
Belgian  Government. 

The  authority  under  which  the  Governor  of  New  York  acted 
was  that  of  a  statute,  originally  enacted  in  1822,  which  provided 
that  "  the  Governor  may,  in  his  discretion,  deliver  over  to  jus- 
tice any  person  found  within  the  State,  who  shall  be  charged 
with  having  committed,  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
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States,  any  crime  except  treason,  which  by  the  laws  of  this  State, 
if  committed  therein,  is  punishable  by  death  or  by  imprisonment 
in  the  State  prison."  (1  R.  S.  of  New  York,  164.)  There  is  no 
doubt  that  this  statute  of  the  State  of  New  York  authorized  the 
act  of  the  Governor  in  ordering  the  an-est  and  delivery  of  Vogt. 
The  only  question,  therefore,  was  whether  the  statute  itself  was 
consistent  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

To  test  this  question,  Vogt  sued  out  a  writ  of  Ihdbeas  corpus^ 
returnable  before  Judge  Curtis,  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  who,  upon  hearing  the  case,  discharged  Yogt  from 
the  arrest  and  imprisonment  under  the  Governor's  warrant,  on 
the  ground  that  the  statute,  and  the  warrant  of  arrest  under  it, 
were  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The 
judge  ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  committed  to  answer  the  indict- 
ment for  grand  larceny.  This  proceeding  was,  upon  a  writ  of 
oeriwrari^  reviewed  and  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
first  judicial  department ;  and  then  the  case  was,  by  a  writ  of 
error,  carried  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State.  Here  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  affirmed. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Court  of  Appeals^  as  stated  in  the  syllabus 
of  this  case,  is  as  follows : 

^'  By  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  the  exclusive  power  to  regulate,  provide  for  and 
control  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  from  foreign 
countries.  Hence  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (1  K. 
S.  164,  §§  8-11)  for  such  surrender,  are  unconstitutional ;  and  a 
warrant  issued  by  the  Governor  in  pursuance  thereof  is  void." 

Chief  Judge  Church  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and 
repeated  briefly  but  substantially  the  argument  of  Chief  Justice 
Taney  in  the  case  of  Holmes. 

These  cases,  taken  in  connection  with  the  reasoning  elicited  by 
them,  leave  no  point  open  to  doubt  as  to  the  general  question 
whether  the  whole  subject  of  international  extradition  belongs, 
under  the  Constitution,  exclusively  to  the  General  Govenmient, 
and,  consequently,  establish  the  proposition  that  the  States,  as 
such,  have  no  powers  to  exercise  and  no  duties  to  perform  in 
regard  to  it. 
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Snch  extradition  is  a  branch  of  the  foreign  intercourse  of  the 
United  States,  with  which  the  States  have  nothing  to  do,  and  in 
which  they  cannot  participate  concurrently  with  the  General  Gov- 
ernment without  exceeding  their  own  sphere  as  fixed  by  the  Con- 
stitution, and  passing  into  the  sphere  exclusively  assigned  to  that 
Government. 
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CHAPTER  in. 


THE  TREATY   POWER. 


The  two  general  questions  examined  in  the  preceding  chapters 
are  these :  1.  Whether  the  President  of  the  United  States,  in 
the  absence  of  a  treaty  providing  therefor,  has  the  power  to  order 
the  arrest  of  a  person  found  in  this  country,  and  his  delivery  to 
a  foreign  Government,  at  the  request  or  demand  of  such  Govern- 
ment, and  on  the  charge  that  the  person  is  an  offender  against  its 
laws,  and  has  fled  to  the  United  States  to  escape  punishment.  2. 
Whether  the  States  of  the  Union  have  the  power,  under  the  Con- 
stitution, to  surrender  fugitive  criminals  to  foreign  Governments. 
Both  of  these  questions  were  answered  in  the  negative. 

The  next  inquiry  relates  to  international  extradition,  considered 
with  reference  to  the  treaty  power  vested  in  the  President  of  the 
United  States.     This  will  be  the  subject  of  the  present  chapter. 

1.  Grant  of  the  Power.  —  The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  in  article  2,  section  2,  gives  the  treaty  power  to  the  Presi- 
dent in  the  following  words :  "  He  shall  have  power,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to  make  treaties,  provided 
two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present  concur."  The  President, 
according  to  tliis  language,  possesses  the  treaty  power,  subject  in 
its  exercise  to  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  necessary  concur- 
rence of  the  Senate.  No  treaty,  without  this  concurrence,  is  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  a  completed  and  binding  negotia- 
tion. 

2.  The  Subjects  of  the  Power,  —  The  terms  in  which  this 
power  is  granted  are  general,  with  no  express  restrictions  in  the 
grant  as  to  the  matters  upon  which  it  may  be  exercised.  On  this 
point  Mr.  Justice  Story  remarks :  "  The  power  to  make  treaties 
is  by  the  Constitution  general ;  and,  of  course,  it  embraces  all 
sorts  of  treaties,  for  peace  or  war,  for  commerce  or  territory,  for 
alliance  or  succors,  for  indemnity,  for  injuries  or  payment  of 
debts,  for  the  recognition  and   enforcement  of    principles   of 
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public  law,  and  for  any  other  purposes  which  the  policy  or  inter- 
ests of  independent  sovereigns  may  dictate  in  their  intercourse 
with  each  other."     (Story's  Const.,  §  1608.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  The  United 
States  V.  43  OaUana^  eto,^  3  Otto,  197,  said  :  "  The  power  to  make 
treaties  with  the  Indian  tribes  is,  as  we  have  seen,  co-extensive 
with  that  to  make  treaties  with  foreign  nations.  In  regard  to  the 
latter  it  is,  beyond  doubt,  ample  to  cover  all  the  usual  subjects  of 
diplomacy." 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  Holmes  v.  Jennteoriy  14  Pet.  540,  spoke 
thus  of  the  treaty  power :  "  The  power  to  make  treaties  is  given 
by  the  Constitution  in  general  terms,  without  any  description  of 
the  objects  intended  to  be  embraced ;  and  consequently  it  was 
designed  to  include  all  those  subjects  wliich,  in  the  ordinary  inter- 
course of  nations,  had  usually  been  made  subjects  of  negotiation 
.  and  treaty,  and  which  are  consistent  with  the  nature  of  our  insti- 
tutions and  the  distribution  of  powers  between  the  General  and 
the  State  Governments." 

So,  also,  in  27ie  People  v.  Gerke,  5  Cal.  381,  the  following  doc- 
trine was  stated  in  regard  to  the  scope  of  this  power :  "  The 
power  to  make  treaties  is  given  without  restraining  it  to  particu- 
lar objects  in  as  plenipotentiary  a  form  as  it  is  held  by  any  other 
sovereign  in  any  other  community.  This  principle  results  from 
the  f  onn  and  necessities  of  the  Government,  as  elicited  by  a  gen- 
eral review  of  the  Federal  compact.  Before  the  compact,  the 
States  had  the  power  of  treaty-making  as  potentially  as  any  power 
on  earth.  It  extended  to  every  subject.  By  the  compact  they 
expressly  granted  it  to  the  Federal  Government  in  general  terms, 
and  prohibited  it  to  themselves.  The  General  Government  must, 
therefore,  liold  it  as  fully  as  the  States  held  it,  with  the  exceptions 
that  necessarily  flow  from  a  proper  construction  of  the  other  pow- 
ers granted  and  those  prohibited  by  the  Constitution." 

8.  Limitation  of  the  Power.  —  The  treaty  power,  though 
thus  extended  in  its  scope,  is,  nevertheless,  not  absolutely  unlim- 
ited. Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  the  section  above  referred  to,  ob- 
serves :  "  But  though  the  power  is  thus  general  and  unrestricted, 
it  is  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  destroy  the  fundamental  laws  of 
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the  State.  A  power  given  by  the  Constitution  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  authorize  the  destruction  of  other  powers  given  in  the 
same  instrument.  It  must  be  construed,  therefore,  in  subordina- 
tion  to  it,  aud  cannot  supersede  or  interfere  with  any  other  of  its 
fundamental  provisions." 

In  The  Cherokee  Tobacco  Casey  11  Wall.  616,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  said :  ^^  A  treaty  cannot  change  the 
Constitution  or  be  held  valid  if  it  be  in  violation  of  that  instru- 
ment." In  The  People  v.  Naglee^  1  Cal.  231,  it  was  held  that  a 
treaty  '^  cannot  supersede  a  State  law  which  enforces  or  exercises 
any  power  of  the  State  not  granted  away  by  the  Constitution." 
In  The  People  v.  Wa^hingUmy  36  Cal.  658,  it  was  said  that  *'  a 
treaty  is  but  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and  what  is  forbidden 
by  the  Constitution  can  no  more  be  done  by  a  treaty  than  by  an 
act  of  Congress."  In  Pierce  v.  The  StaU,  13  N.  H.  836,  it  was 
held  that  ^'  the  political  rights  of  the  people  of  the  several  States, 
as  such,  are  not  subjects  of  treaty  stipulations." 

In  Marbury  v.  Madiaoriy  1  Craneh,  137,  the  Constitution  itself 
was  spoken  of  as  the  paramount  authority  in  all  cases,  rendering 
acts  of  Congress  invalid  when  inconsistent  therewith ;  and  the 
same  principle  undoubtedly  holds  equally  good  in  reference  to 
treaties.  Treaties  made  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution 
are  made  in  the  exercise  of  power  derived  from  it ;  and  if  in  any 
of  their  provisions  they  contradict  that  instrument,  then  they  must 
necessarily  be  so  far  unconstitutional  and  void.  A  treaty  cannot 
directly  appropriate  money  belonging  to  the  United  States,  since 
this  power  is  given  exclusively  to  Congress.  {Tv/mer  v.  The 
Baptist  MissiancMv/  Unions  5  Mclean,  344.) 

4.  Applicable  to  Extradition.  —  Assuming  then,  for  the 
present,  that  extradition  treaties  are  not  forbidden  by  the  Consti- 
tution, the  question  whether  they  come  within  the  scope  of  the 
treaty  power,  as  bestowed  by  that  instrument,  resolves  itself  into 
the  inquiry  whether  extradition  is  one  of  the  usual  subjects  of 
negotiation  between  nations.  There  can  be  but  one  answer  to 
this  question,  and  that  must  be  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Clark,  in  his  treatise  on  Extradition  (2d  ed.,  chap.  2)  refers 
to  various  early  treaties  between  different  countries,  having  for 
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their  object  the  mutual  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals.  The 
writers  on  public  law,  though  not  entirely  agreed  as  to  the  extent 
of  the  right  to  demand  a  fugitive  criminal,  and  the  obligation  to 
deliver  him  up,  independently  of  a  treaty,  have,  nevertheless, 
discussed  the  principles  involved  in  the  process,  and  some  of  them 
laid  down  rules  by  which  it  should  be  governed.  Extradition, 
both  before  and  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  either 
with  or  without  treaties,  is  one  of  the  historic  facts  of  usage  and 
practice  among  European  nations ;  and  this  shows  that  it  is  within 
the  scope  of  the  treaty  power,  as  given  to  the  President,  unless 
some  other  provision  of  the  Constitution  excludes  it  therefrom. 

The  courts  of  this  country  have  had  repeated  occasion  to  con- 
sider and  decide  judicial  questions  arising  under  extradition  trea- 
ties and  the  laws  of  Congress  enacted  for  their  execution ;  and 
in  no  instance  have  they  held  either  the  treaties  or  the  laws  to  be 
unconstitutional. 

In  HoVmes  v.  Jewaismi^  14  Pet.  540,  Chief  Justice  Taney  re- 
marked :  "  And  without  attempting  to  define  the  exact  limits  of 
this  treaty-making  power,  or  to  enumerate  the  subjects  intended 
to  be  included  in  it,  it  may  be  safely  assumed  that  the  recognition 
and  enforcement  of  the  principles  of  public  law,  being  one  of 
the  ordinary  subjects  of  treaties,  were  necessarily  included  in  the 
power  conferred  on  the  General  Government.  And  as  the  rights 
and  duties  of  nations  toward  one  another,  in  relation  to  fugitives 
from  justice,  are  a  part  of  the  law  of  nations,  and  have  always 
been  treated  as  such  by  the  writers  upon  public  law,  it  follows 
that  the  treaty-making  power  must  have  authority  to  decide  how 
far  the  right  of  a  foreign  nation  in  this  respect  will  be  recog- 
nized and  enforced  when  it  demands  the  surrender  of  any  one 
charged  with  offenses  against  it." 

Judge  Blatchford, in Inre  Angdo  De  Oiacomo,  12  Blatch.  391, 
said :  "  It  is  not  to  be  questioned  that  a  treaty  stipulation,  on  the 
part  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  to  surrender  fugi- 
tives from  justice,  is  a  lawful  stipulation,  and  within  the  authority 
of  the  treaty-making  power." 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  In  re  Kaine^  14  How.  103,  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  courts  of  this  country  ^'  possess  no  power  to 
arrest,  and  surrender  to  a  foreign  country,  fugitives  from  justice, 
except  as  authorized  by  treaty  stipulations  and  acts  of  Congress 
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passed  in  pursuance  thereof."  This  implies  that  such  stipula- 
tions are  a  constitutional  exercise  of  the  treaty  power. 

Every  nation,  possessing  the  ordinary  attributes  of  sovereignty, 
and  acting  through  an  established  Government,  must  have  the 
power,  unless  there  be  some  self-imposed  restriction  upon  it  in 
its  local  constitution,  to  stipulate  for  the  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals  as  between  itself  and  other  nations.  No  nation  is 
bound  against  its  own  will,  or  bound  by  the  law  of  nations,  to 
make  its  territory  a  secure  asylum  for  such  criminals,  or  try  and 
punish  them  for  offenses  not  committed  against  its  own  laws  or 
within  its  own  jurisdiction.  Whether  a  uatiou  shall  surrender 
them,  that  they  may  be  dealt  with  by  the  Government  whose 
laws  they  have  violated,  is  a  question  for  its  own  discretion. 

This  discretion,  in  respect  to  the  United  States,  the  Constitu- 
tion lodges  with  the  President  in  the  general  grant  of  the  treaty 
power ;  and  unless  there  be  something  in  the  instrument  which 
excludes  extradition  therefrom,  then  it  necessarily  follows  that 
the  President,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  has 
ample  power  to  make  treaties  for  this  purpose. 

6,  Trial  by  Jury. —  This  brings  us  to  the  question  whether 
the  Constitution  contains  any  provisions  with  which  extradition 
is  inconsistent,  and  which,  therefore,  operate  as  restrictions  upon 
the  power  of  the  President  to  make  treaties  of  this  character. 
One  of  the  provisions  of  the  Gonstitutiou,  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to  as  excluding  extradition  from  the  scope  of  the  treaty 
power,  declares  that  ^^  the  trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases  of 
impeachment,  shall  be  by  jury." 

In  the  Case  of  Jonathan  Bobhins,  which,  under  the  extradi- 
tion article  of  the  ti-eaty  of  1794  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain,  came  before  Judge  Bee,  of  the  United  States  Dis- 
trict Court  for  South  Carolina,  it  was  urged  ''  that  the  Constitu- 
tion secured  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  to  the  citizens  [of  the 
United  States],  and  that  treaties  and  laws  altering  that  were  of 
subordinate  authority,  and,  of  course,  void." 

To  this  the  judge  replied  as  follows :  "  If  we  attend  to  the 
Constitution,  and  the  amendments  which  are  now  a  part  of  it,  we 
shall  find  that  all  the  provisions  there  made  respecting  criminal 
prosecutions  and  trials  for  crimes  by  a  jury  are  expressly  limited 
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to  crimes  committed  within  a  State  or  district  of  the  United 
States.  Indeed,  reason  and  common  sense  point  out  that  it  should 
be  so,  for  what  control  can  the  laws  of  one  nation  have  over 
offenses  committed  in  the  territories  of  another  ?  It  mast  be  re- 
membered also,  that  in  the  article  of  amendments,  where  it  is 
provided  that  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital 
offense,  unless  on  a  presentment  by  a  grand  jury,  an  exception  is 
made  to  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  sea  service,  or  even  in  the 
militia  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger. 
This  shows  unequivocally  that  trial  by  jury  may  be  dispensed 
with,  even  for  crimes  committed  within  the  United  States ;  and 
these  observations  are  at  once  an  answer  to  all  the  arguments 
founded  on  the  right  of  trials  by  jury,  they  being  expressly  lim- 
ited to  crimes  committed  within  the  United  States,  and  even  then 
with  some  exceptions."  (Wharton's  State  Trials,  pp.  401,  402.) 
The  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  whether  in  the  body  of 
the  instrument,  or  in  the  amendments  thereto,  which  require  that 
trials  in  criminal  cases  shall  be  by  jury  and  on  the  presentment 
of  a  grand  jury,  refer  to  offenses  committed  against  the  United 
States,  and  have  no  relation  to  such  as  may  be  committed  against 
other  Governments.  Extradition  is  not  a  trial  at  all,  but  simply 
a  preliminary  arrest,  examination  and  delivery  of  a  fugitive  crim- 
inal, with  a  view  to  his  trial  in  the  country  whose  laws  he  has 
offended ;  and  hence  Judge  Bee  was  clearly  right  in  holding  that 
the  constitutional  provisions  respecting  jury  trials  in  criminal 
cases  have  no  application  whatever  to  such  a  proceeding. 

6.  Extradition  and  Citizenship.  It  was  also  urged  in  behalf 
of  Bobbins,  that  he  was  ^^  a  citizen  of  the  United  States-  and  a 
native  of  Connecticut,"  and  "  that  the  treaty  can  only  relate  to 
foreigners."  To  this  the  judge  replied  that  it  does  not  "  make 
any  difference  whether  the  offense  was  committed  by  a  citizen  or 
another  person."  No  reason  was  given  for  this  opinion  ;  yet  the 
treaty  itself,  as  to  the  right  of  demand  and  the  obligation  of  de- 
livery, made  no  distinction  between  citizens  and  foreigners. 

Some  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  expressly 
provide  that  neither  party  shall  be  required  to  deliver  up  its  own 
citizens  or  subjects,  and,  of  course,  under  these  treaties,  there  is 
no  obligation  of  such  delivery.    Oth^r  treaties,  however,  make 
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no  such  provision ;  and  under  them  there  is  no  distinction  be- 
tween citizens  and  foreigners,  so  far  as  the  United  States  are  con- 
cerned, unless  the  Constitution  exempts  the  former  from  the  oper- 
ation of  extradition  treaties. 

There  is  no  constitutional  provision,  exprei^  or  implied,  that 
secures  any  such  exemption  to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
If  he  goes  into  a  foreign  country,  he  becomes  for  the  time  being 
subject  to  its  municipal  laws ;  and  if  he  violates  these  laws,  then, 
unless  unjustly  oppressed  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations,  he  is  not 
under  the  protection  of  the  United  States,  as  against  trial  and 
punishment  therefor  by  the  local  authority.  His  rights  of  citi* 
zenship  would  afford  him  no  immunity  for  crime  committed  in  a 
foreign  country.  If  he  should  return  to  the  United  States  as  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  and  if  by  the  terms  of  a  treaty  his  crime 
were  an  extradition  offense,  and  still  further,  if  the  treaty  did  not 
exempt  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  respective  parties  from 
being  delivered  up  for  such  offenses,  then  there  is  nothing  in  the 
mere  fact  of  his  citizenship  to  give  him  such  exemption,  any 
more  than  there  is  in  such  citizenship  to  secure  exemption  from 
trial  and  punishment  in  the  foreign  country  whose  laws  he  has 
violated. 

Extradition  would  not  be  a  trial  under  these  laws,  but  simply 
an  arrest,  a  detention  and  a  delivery,  that  the  offender  might  be 
tried  where  the  offense  was  committed,  and  where  the  jurisdiction 
for  this  purpose  exists ;  and,  unless  the  treaty  protects  him  against 
such  extradition  on  the  ground  of  citizenship,  then  he  would  have 
no  protection,  any  more  than  if  he  were  a  foreigner. 

So  Judge  Bee  heldm  regard  to  Robbins,  even  if  his  citizen- 
ship were  conceded  as  a  fact.  The  treaty  of  1794  did  not  exempt 
him  on  this  ground ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution 
to  make  such  a  treaty  void  in  its  application  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  when  demanded  as  fugitive  criminals  in  accord- 
ance with  its  provisions. 

?•  The  Foarth  and  Fifth  Amendments.  —  In  the  Case  of 
CKristicma  Cochrane^  4  Op.  Att.-Gen.  201,  who,  in  1843,  was 
arrested  and  held  for  delivery  as  a  fugitive  criminal  nnder  the 
tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  between  the  United  States 
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and  Great  Uritain,  the  ground  was  taken  in  her  petition  and  re- 
monstrance addressed  to  the  President,  and  in  the  argument  of 
her  counsel,  that  this  "  article  of  the  treaty  is  itself  void,  as  being 
repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States."  The 
clauses  upon  which  this  claim  was  based  are  the  fourth  and  fifth 
articles  of  the  amendments  to  the  Constitution. 

The  fourth  of  these  articles  declares  that  "  the  right  of  the 
people  to  be  secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers  and  effects 
against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  shall  not  be  violated, 
aud  no  warrants  shall  issue  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be 
searched  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be  seized." 

To  the  argument  resting  on  this  clause  Attorney-General  Nel- 
son thus  replied :  "  Now,  I  do  not  understand  the  provisions  of 
the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  as  being  at  all  in  conflict 
with  this  article  of  the  Constitution,  or  that,  in  fulfilling  it,  as 
has  been  done  in  this  case,  the  right  of  personal  security  of  the 
accused  has  been  assailed.  The  protection  guaranteed  is  not 
against  all  seizures;  it  is  against  unreasonable  seizures;  [the 
seizure]  can  be  made  only  upon  probable  cause ;  and,  when  au- 
thorized, the  evidence  of  its  reasonableness  is  to  be  furnished 
by  oath  or  affirmation  —  all  of  which  prerequisites  have  been 
complied  with  in  this  case." 

Tliis  constitutional  clause  surely  protects  no  one  against  arrest 
by  the  warrant  of  a  magistrate,  upon  probable  cause  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  or  against  an  examination  and  commit- 
ment to  prison  if  the  evidence  be  sufficient  to  justify  detention ; 
and  this  is  precisely  what  is  done  in  giving  effect  to  an  extradi- 
tion treaty.  The  party  accused  is  arrested  and  examined  upon 
complaint  made  under  oath,  and  upon  proper  evidence  of  guilt, 
delivered  to  the  foreign  Government  demanding  him  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  treaty.  There  is  nothing  in  this  procedure  repugnant 
to  the  fourth  amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

The  other  constitutional  clause  referred  to  provides  that  "  no 
person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous 
crime,  unless  on  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  ex- 
cept in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval  forces,  or  in  the  militia 
when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger;"  and 
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further  provides  that  no  person  shall  "  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law." 

To  the  argument  based  on  this  provision  the  Attorney-General 
answered:  "Nor  do  I  perceive  how  it  can  be  supposed  that  there 
has  been  any  infraction,  by  the  treaty  stipulations,  of  the  fifth 
article  of  the  constitutional  amendments,  which,  in  declaring  that 
no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  infa- 
mous crime,  unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  by  a  grand 
jury,  was  never  designed  to  embi'ace  any  other  than  offenses 
against  the  United  States.  The  offense  charged  by  this  proceed- 
ing is  one  against  the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  over  which 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  can  rightfully  exercise  no  juris- 
diction, and  for  which,  in  these  courts,  the  accused  cannot  be 
required  to  answer  upon  or  without  a  presentment  or  indictment 
by  a  grand  jury." 

This  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  the  language  of  the 
fifth  amendment  has  no  application  to  the  offense  which  is  the 
subject-matter  of  consideration  in  an  extradition  treaty,  or  to 
the  proceedings  under  it,  since  tlie  offense  is  one  against  a  foreign 
Government,  and  over  it  the  United  States  have  no  jurisdiction 
for  trial  and  punishment.  The  whole  object  of  the  an^st,  tlie 
initiatory  examination  and  the  final  delivery,  is  to  give  the  Gov- 
ernment, whose  laws  have  been  violated,  possession  of  the  fugi- 
tive criminal,  with  a  view  to  his  trial  by  the  proper  authority ; 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  amendment  to  preclude  this  object  or 
the  method  of  attaining  it. 

Tlie  phrase  "  due  process  of  law,"  as  occurring  in  this  amend- 
ment, applies,  so  far  as  it  has  relation  to  criminal  offenses,  only 
to  those  committed  against  the  United  States ;  and  in  respect  to 
them  it  does  not  forbid  the  arrest  and  examination  of  a  person, 
upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  or  his  detention,  bj  the  com- 
mitment of  a  magistrate,  until  his  case  can  be  considered  by  a 
grand  jury.  It  surely  does  not  forbid  the  President  to  make  a 
treaty  providing  for  the  arrest  and  examination  of  fugitive  crimi- 
nals and  their  commitment  to  prison  U]>on  adequate  evidence,  or 
Congress  to  enact  a  law  for  carrying  such  a  treaty  into  effect,  or 
the  surrender  of  such  criminals,  that  they  may  answer  in  the 
courts  of  the  country  whose  laws  they  have  offended.     The 
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phrase  has  no  relation  to  the  questions  that  arise  and  are  consid- 
ered in  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  extradition  under  a  treaty, 
or  to  the  powers  of  the  President  in  making  such  a  treaty. 

In  the  Ca^  of  Aiigdo  De  GiacomOy  12  Blatch.  391,  the  ques- 
tion was  presented  to  the  Commissioner,  who  was  conducting  the 
examination,  whether  the  accused  could  be  arrested,  held  and  de- 
livered up,  for  an  offense  within  the  enumeration  of  the  treaty 
between  the  United  States  and  the  King  of  Italy,  but  committed 
before  the  date  of  the  treaty.  Judge  Blatchford,  before  whom 
the  case  was  brought  upon  habeas  corpus  and  certiorari^  decided 
that  the  treaty  applied  to  past  as  well  as  future  crimes,  and  hence, 
that,  although  the  offense  in  this  case  preceded  the  treaty,  it  was 
not  for  this  reason  excluded  from  its  operation. 

As  to  "  the  restriction,  in  article  four  of  the  amendments  to 
the  Constitution,  against  violating  the  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  against  unreasonable  seizures,  and  the  restriction  in  article 
five  of  such  amendments,  against  depriving  a  person  of  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law,"  the  Judge  said :  "  They  have  no 
relation  to  the  subject  of  extradition  for  crime,  as  regulated  by 
the  treaty  in  question  and  the  statutes  of  the  United  States 
passed  on  that  subject."  Holding  an  extradition  treaty,  made  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  be  "  a  lawful  stipulation, 
and  within  the  authority  of  the  treaty-making  power,"  he  dismissed 
these  amendments  without  any  discussion,  on  the  ground  that 
they  have  no  relation  to  the  subject. 

The  question  was  raised  in  this  case  whether  the  constitutional 
provision  that  "  no  bill  of  attainder  or  ex  post  facto  law  shall  bi 
passed"  is  not  violated  by  the  treaty  as  thus  interpreted.  To  the 
first  branch  of  this  question  the  Judge  replied :  "  A  bill  of  attain- 
der is  defined  to  be  '  a  legislative  act  which  inflicts  punishment 
without  a  judicial  trial,'  where  the  legislative  body  exercises  the 
office  of  judge,  and  assumes  judicial  magistracy,  and  pronounces 
on  the  guilt  of  a  party  without  any  of  the  forms  and  safeguards 
of  a  trial.  {Cummin^s  v.  Missouri^  4  Wall.  323.)  Tliis  treaty 
does  none  of  these  things,  nor  do  any  of  the  statutes  for  carrying 
the  treaty  into  effect  contain  provisions  which  fall  within  such 
definition." 

As  to  the  second  part  of  the  question  the  Judge  remarked : 
"  By  an  ex  post  facto  law  is  meant  one  which  imposes  a  pun- 
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ishmcnt  for  an  act, which  was  not  punishable  at  the  time  it  was 
committed,  or  imposes  additional  punishment  to  that  then  pre- 
scribed^  or  changes  the  rules  of  evidence  by  which  less  or  differ- 
ent testimony  is  sufficient  to  convict  than  was  then  required." 

J  {Oumminga  v.  MUaouriy  4  Wall.  826,  and  Colder  v.  Bully  3 

*  Dall.  390.) 

The  Judge  held  that  the  treaty,  as  construed  by  him,  was  not 
an  ex  poet  facto  law,  within  the  proper  meaning  of  this  phrase. 
On  this  point  he  observed :  "  The  fact  of  extradition  cannot  bo 
properly  regarded  as  punishment,  within  the  sense  of  that  word 
as  used  when  considering  the  subject  of  ea^  poet  facto  laws. 
There  is  no  offense  against  the  United  States,  and  no  trial  for 
any  such  offense,  and  no  punishment  for  any  such  offense.  It  is 
true  that  extradition  relates  only  to  criminal  offenses,  but  it  re- 
lates only  to  criminal  offenses  committed  abroad ;  and  no  treaty 
for  extradition,  nor  any  statute  passed  in  relation  to  extradition, 
purports  to  punish  the  fugitive  for  the  offense.  Both  treaties 
and  statutes  assume  that  he  is  to  be  tried  upon  the  chaige  if  not 
already  convicted.  With  the  question  of  punishment,  or  the 
kind  or  degree,  they  have  no  concern.  They  merely  declare  that 
the  protection  of  this  Government  shall  not  be  interposed  between 
the  fugitive  and  the  laws  wliich  he  has  violated,  and  that  if  he 
flees  hither  for  such  protection  the  injured  Government  may  take 
him  hence,  and  shall  be  aided  therein.  This  Government  neither 
assumes  nor  exercises  any  power  for  the  punishment  of  crime." 

It  follows^  from  the  very  nature  of  an  ex  poet  facto  law,  that 
the  constitutional  provision  in  regard  to  such  laws  can  have  no 
application  to  extradition  treaties. 

8*  The  Sixth  Amendment.  —  Mr.  William  B.  Lawrence,  in 
a  letter  published  in  the  Albany  Law  Journal,  vol.  16,  p.  405, 
proposed  a  series  of  inquiries  for  legislative  investigation,  one  of 
which  reads  as  follows : 

"  Whether  extradition,  in  whatever  mode  granted,  either  by 
treaty  or  by  the  executive  or  other  department  of  the  Federal 
Government,  is  not  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  was  intended  to  protect,  certainly  in  all  cases  of 
Federal  cognizance,  all  persons  within  our  jurisdiction  from  be- 
ing held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime  with- 
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out  the  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  or  deprived 
of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law,  and  pro- 
fesses to  secure  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  speedy  and  public 
trial  by  an  impartial  jury." 

The  query  here  presented,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  Sixtli 
Amendment,  refers  to  that  clause  of  the  amendment  which  de- 
clares that  ^^  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  the  accused  shall  enjoy 
the  right  to  a  speedy  and  public  trial  by  an  impartial  jury  of 
ike  State  and  district  wlierein  the  crime  ehaU  have  been  com- 
mittedy  which  district  shall  have  been  previously  ascertained  ly 
law.'' 

The  words  in  italics,  to  which  Mr.  Lawrence  made  no  refer- 
ence, show  that  the  amendment  relates  simply  to  persons  who 
are  to  be  tried  for  offenses  committed  against  the  United  States, 
and  hence  that  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  subject  of  extradi- 
tion, since  the  crime  for  which  extradition  is  sought  was  not  com- 
mitted within  any  "State"  or  "district"*  of  the  United  States, 
and  since  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal  to  a  foreign  Gov- 
ernment, under  the  stipulations  of  a  treaty,  is  in  no  sense  a  trial 
of  that  criminal.  The  cases  referred  to  in  the  amendment  are 
those  in  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States  arraigns 
and  tries  the  accused  for  offenses  against  its  laws ;  and  these  cer- 
tainly are  not  cases  in  which  that  Government,  in  pursuance  of 
the  stipulations  of  a  treaty,  is  asked  to  deliver  up  fugitive  crimi- 
nals for  offenses  committed  against  a  foreign  Government,  in  order 
that  the  latter,  having  thus  obtained  the  custody  of  their  per- 
sons, may  proceed  to  try  and  punish  them  for  these  offenses. 

The  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  the  United  States  has  repeatedly  de- 
cided that  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  amend- 
ments to  the  Constitution,  and  also  all  restrictions  of  power 
found  in  the  Constitution  and  expressed  in  general  terms,  apply 
only  to  the  Government  provided  for  in  that  instrument.  They 
have  no  application  to  the  State  governments,  and  certainly  none 
to  the  governments  of  other  countries.  {Barron  v.  The  Mayor 
of  Baltimore^  7  Pet.  243 ;  Livingston's  Lessee  v.  Moore^  7  id. 
469;  Fox  V.  The  State  of  Ohio,  5  How.  410;  Smith  v.  The 
Stale  of  Maryland,  18  id.  71;  Pewear  v.  The  ConiToon- 
weaUhy   6  Wall.  475;    TwitcheU  v.  The  Commonwealth,  7  id. 
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321 ;   Edwa/rds  v.  JSUiotty  21   id.  535 ;    and   Sedgwick's  Con- 
struction of  Statutory  and  Constitutional  Law  [2d  ed.],  p.  555.) 

If  the  rights  secured  by  the  constitutional  limitations  imposed 
on  the  powers  of  the  General  Government  are  not  invaded  by 
treaties  for  extradition,  as  is  evidently  the  fact,  then  it  follows 
that  these  limitations  have  no  relation  to  such  treaties,  or  to  the 
power  of  the  President  to  make  them.  To  give  them  such  a 
relation  is  to  misapply  them. 

9.  State  Bills  of  Bights. —  Mr.  Lawrence,  in  the  letter  above 
referred  to,  suggests  the  inquiry  "  whether  extradition,  either 
with  or  without  treaty,  is  consistent  with  Magna  Charta  or  the 
bills  of  right,  as  incorporated  into  the  organic  laws  of  all  the 
States  of  the  Union,  and  which  declare,  in  terms  more  or  less 
precise,  that  no  member  of  the  State  can  be  disfranchised  or  de- 
prived of  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges  secured  to  any  citizen 
thereof,  unless  by  the  law  of  the  land  or  by  the  judgment  of  his 
peers." 

The  first  remark  in  regard  to  this  query  is  that  the  bills  of 
rights,  referred  to,  relate  only  to  those  who  are  citizens  of  a 
State,  and,  consequently,  have  no  application  to  the  extradition 
of  persons  who  are  not  such  citizens. 

A  second  remark  is  that  whether  the  extradition  of  a  citizen, 
under  the  stipulations  and  authority  of  a  treaty,  is  or  is  not  con- 
sistent with  State  bills  of  rights,  is  not  a  material  question,  since 
the  Constitution  makes  all  treaties  of  the  United  States  a  part  of 
"  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  and,  as  such,  superior  to  any 
State  constitution  or  State  law.  It  gives  to  the  Pi'esident  the 
treaty  power :  and  if  he  makes  extradition  treaties  with  the  ad- 
vice and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  if  such  treaties  are  not  re- 
pugnant to  the  Constitution  itself,  then  they  are  a  part  of  this 
"supreme  law."  Anything  in  State  constitutions  inconsistent 
therewith  would  not  displace  the  authority  and  operation  of 
these  treaties,  but  the  treaties  would  render  such  constitutions 
null  and  void  to  the  extent  of  the  inconsistency.  The  treaties 
would  not  yield  to  the  constitutions,  but  the  latter  would  yield  to 
the  former.  ( Ware  v.  HyUon^  3  Dall.  199 ;  Oioings  v.  Nbr-- 
wood*  a  Lessee  J  5  Cranch,  314 ;  Fairfaais  Devisee  v.  HurUer's 
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Leasee^  7  Cranch,  603 ;  and   Worcester  v.  The  State  of  Georgia^ 
6  Pet.  515.) 

A  third  remark  is  that  the  rights  secured  by  State  bills  of 
rights  in  behalf  of  citizens  have  no  relation  wliatever  to  the  snb- 
ject  of  extradition  conducted  and  regulated  by  the  authority  of 
the  United  States.  Such  bills  of  rights  are  simply  designed  to 
protect  the  citizen  against  usurpations  and  abuses  of  power  by 
State  authority,  and,  hence,  they  furnish  him  no  protection 
against  any  proceeding  which  is  authorized  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  He  cannot  take  an  appeal  from  the  latter  to 
the  former  or  supersede  the  latter  by  the  former.  The  latter  is 
"  the  supreme  law  "  as  to  his  rights. 

10«  Conclusion,  —  The  conclusion,  derivable  from  this  survey 
of  the  subject,  is  that  extradition  treaties  come  fully  within  the 
Bcope  of  the  treaty  power  as  given  to  the  President,  subject  to 
the  qualification  of  the  Senate's  approval  by  the  requisite 
majority,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  any  part  of  the  Constitu- 
tion which  excludes  such  treaties  from  the  exercise  of  the  power. 
The  doctrine  is  well  settled  in  this  country  that  it  is  only  through 
Buch  treaties  that  extradition  can  be  had  at  alL  The  whole  ques- 
tion, therefore,  as  to  extradition,  as  to  the  making  of  treaties  for 
this  purpose,  as  to  the  crimes  that  shall  bo  enumerated,  as  to  the 
terms  upon  which  mutual  delivery  shall  be  granted,  and  as  to  the 
nations  with  which  the  treaties  shall  be  made,  is,  by  the  Consti- 
tution, submitted  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  President,  sub- 
ject to  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  power  of  the  Senate. 

Where  nations  are  widely  separated  frotn  each  other,  and  have 
but  few  facilities  of  intercourse,  and  especially  where  they  are 
very  different  in  the  type  of  their  civilization  and  their  criminal 
codes,  such  treaties  are  much  less  necessary  and  far  less  expe- 
dient than  between  nations  that  are  co-terminous,  and  whose 
codes  for  the  trial  and  punishment  of  crime  are  substantially 
similar.  No  civilized  country  would  think  of  making  such  a 
treaty  with  a  nation  of  barbarians.  The  object  of  extradition 
is  not  to  furnish  an  opportunity  for  cruelty  and  oppression  in 
dealing  with  criminals,  but  to  promote  the  general  interests  of 
enlightened  justice. 
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The  Government  of  tlie  United  States  does  not  permit  the 
criminal  laws  of  other  countries  to  operate  within  its  own  terri« 
tory,  and  does  not  extend  its  laws  to  oflEenses  committed  elsewhere 
than  under  its  own  jurisdiction.  It  tries  and  punishes  offenders 
against  its  own  laws  and  leaves  other  nations  to  do  the  same. 
Adopting  this  principle,  it  must  either  furnish  an  asylum  to  all 
fugitive  criminals  who  may  take  refuge  in  this  country,  or  enter 
into  treaty  stipulations  for  their  surrender  to  the  Governments 
against  whose  laws  they  have  offended.  Tlie  latter  is  the  policy 
which  the  Presidents  of  the  United  States  have  judged  it  expedi- 
ent to  adopt,  as  shown  by  the  number  of  treaties  which,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Senate,  they  have  negotiated  for  this  purpose 
since  1842. 

All  nations  are  interested  in  the  discouragement  and  suppres- 
sion of  crime ;  and  extradition,  under  the  stipulations  and  with 
the  limitations  and  safeguards  of  a  treaty,  seems  an  appropriate 
means  to  this  end.  It  is  the  only  method  of  attaining  the  end  in 
the  class  of  cases  to  which  it  applies,  unless  nations  undertake  in 
their  respective  courts,  and  in  cases  where  the  offenders  have 
sought  safety  by  flight,  the  work  of  trying  and  punishing  crimes 
committed  against  each  other.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  United  States  will  ever  adopt  this  expedient  as  a  substi- 
tute for  extradition.  It  contradicts  the  fundamental  principle  of 
American  jurisprudence  which  requires  that  crimes  shall  be  tried 
and  punished  under  the  law  of  the  place  where  they  were  com- 
mitted. Whatever  objections  there  may  be  against  extradition, 
they  are  far  less  serious  than  those  against  such  an  expedient. 

Extradition  pronounces  no  judgment  upon  the  laws  of  other 
countries,  and  exercises  no  judicial  power  in  the  trial  of  criminals, 
or  the  administration  of  punishment.  It  simply  says  that  fugi- 
tives  from  justice  shall  not,  by  flight  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
laws  which  they  have  violated,  be  protected  against  arrest  in  the 
country  to  which  they  have  fled,  and  that,  upon  proper  evidence 
of  their  guilt,  they  shall  be  returned  to  that  jurisdiction  for  trial 
and  punishment 

Treaties  to  this  end  are  a  rational  and  just  exercise  to  the  treaty 
power.  The  object  to  be  attained  is  worthy  of  the  method ;  and 
it  is  clearly  better  that  the  principles  governing  the  method  should 
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be  settled  beforehand  by  a  mutual  understanding  and  agreement 
between  nations,  rather  than  to  leave  the  whole  question  to  be 
determined  in  each  speqific  case.  Nations^  in  this  way,  place 
themaelves  in  the  friendly  attitude  of  mutual  service  in  respect  to 
a  matter  in  which  they  hare  a  common  interest. 

6 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

EXTRADITION    TREATIES. 

!•  Enumeration  of  treaties.  —  The  volume  of  Public  Trea- 
ties, published  under  the  authority  of  Congress  in  1875,  contains 
twenty-five  treaties  of  the  United  States  that  make  provision  for 
international  extradition.  Stated  in  the  order  of  their  respective 
dates,  and  designated  by  the  foreign  nations  with  which  they  were 
made,  they  are  the  following :  — 

Great  Britain,  August  9,  1842;  France,  November  9,1843, 
vitli  a  supplementary  article,  February  24,  1845,  and  another 
article,  February  10, 1858 ;  Hawaiian  Islands,  December  20, 1849 ; 
Swiss  Confederation,  November  25,  1850;  Prussia  and  other 
States,  June  16,  1852 ;  Bremen,  September  6,  1853 ;  Bavaria, 
September  12,  1853;  Wurttemberg,  October  13,1853;  Mecklen- 
burg-Schwerin,  November  26,  1853 ;  Mecklenburg-Strelitz,  De- 
cember 2,  1853 ;  Oldenburg,  December  30,  1853 ;  Scliaumburg 
Lippe,  June  7,  1854;  Hanover,  January  18,  1855;  Two  Sicilies, 
October  1,  1855;  Austria,  July  3,  1856;  Baden,  January  30, 
1857 ;  Sweden  and  Norway,  March  21, 1860;  Venezuela,  August 
27,  1860;  Mexico,  December  11,  1861;  Hayti,  November  3, 
1864;  Dominican  Republic,  February  8,  1867;  Italy,  March  23, 
1868,  with  an  additional  article,  January  21,  1869 ;  Nicaragua, 
June  25,  1870 ;  Orange  Free  State,  December  22,  1871 ;  and 
Ecuador,  June  2S,  1872. 

To  these  treaties  are  to  be  added  the  extradition  stipulation  of 
May  23, 1870,  with  the  Republic  of  Salvador ;  that  of  September 
12,  1870,  with  Peru ;  that  of  August  11, 1874,  with  the  Ottoman 
Empire  ;  that  of  January  5,  1877,  with  Spain ;  that  of  May  22, 
1880,  with  the  Netherlands;  and  that  of  June  13,  1882,  with 
Belgium,  superseding  the  treaty  of  March  19,  1874. 

These  six  treaties,  being  added  to  the  twenty-five  contained  in 
the  volume  of  Public  Treaties,  published  in  1875,  make  m  all 
thirty-one  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  with  foreign 
Governments.  The  oldest  of  these  treaties  is  the  one  with  Great 
Britain,  which  was  made  in  1842.     A  still  earlier  treaty  on  this 
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Bubject  was  that  of  1794  witli  Great  Britain,   >vliicli  expired  by 
its  own  limitation  in  1806. 

2.  Gonerftl  principles*  —  The  general  principles  which  char- 
acterize all  these  treaties,  and  in  respect  to  which  they  are  essen- 
tially similar,  are  the  following : 

(1.)  Reciprocal  rights  and  duties,  —  The  one  common  purpose 
of  these  stipulations  is  to  establish,  as  between  the  contracting 
parties,  the  reciprocal  right,  upon  the  terms  specified,  to  demand 
and  impose  a  corresponding  obligation  to  deliver  fugitive  crimi- 
nals who,  having  committed  offenses  within  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  one,  have  fled  from  justice  and  sought  refuge 
within  that  of  the  other.  • 

How  far  a  political  sovereignty  will  concede  the  right  and 
assume  the  obligation  is  always  a  question  for  its  own  determina- 
tion. The  modem  practice  of  nations  is  to  settle  the  point  by 
treaties  beforehand,  in  which  they  pledge  their  faith  to  .each  other, 
and  define  the  cases  in  which,  and  the  conditions  upon  which, 
extradition  will  be  granted.  This  is  the  only  basis  of  such  extra- 
dition recognized  or  acknowledged  by  the  United  States.  The 
ease  of  Arguelles,  considered  in  a  previous  chapter,  is  an  excep- 
tion to  this  rule ;  yet,  as  shown  in  that  chapter,  the  extradition 
in  his  case  was  without  any  pro}>er  legal  authority  whatever.  It 
stands  alone  as  the  only  case  of  the  kind  in  the  whole  history  of 
the  Government. 

(2.)  Extradition  Grimes,  —  Each  of  these  treaties  agrees  with 
every  other  in  relating  only  to  crimes  as  the  ground  of  extradi- 
tion;  and  each  specifies  the  particular  crimes  for  which  extradi- 
tion may  be  had  as  between  the  contracting  parties.  The  crimes 
thus  specified  in  the  twenty-five  extradition  stipulations  contained 
in  the  volume  of  Public  Treaties,  taken  collectively,  are  the  fol- 
lowing: 1.  Arson.  2.  Assassination.  3.  Assault  with  intent  to 
commit  murder.  4.  Burglary.  5.  Circulation  or  fabrication  of 
counterfeit  money.  6.  Counterfeiting  public  bonds,  bank  bills, 
securities,  stamps,  dieft,  seals,  and  marks  of  state  and  admiriistrar 
tive  authority,  etc.  7.  Embezzlement  of  the  public  money.  8. 
Embezzlement  by  public  oflScers.     9.  Embezzlement  by  persons 
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hired  or  salaried.  10.  Utterance  of  forged  paper.  11.  Forgery. 
12.  Infanticide.  13.  Kidnapping.  14.  Larceny  of  cattle  or  other 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  value  of  twenty-five  dollars  or  more, 
found  only  in  the  treaty  with  Mexico.  15.  Murder.  16.  Mutiny. 
17.  Mutilation.  18.  Parricide.  19.  Piracy.  20.  Poisioning.  21. 
Kape.    22.  Robbery. 

To  this  list  the  treaty  with  Peru  adds  bigamy,  fraudulent 
bankruptcy,  fraudulent  barratry  and  severe  injuries  intentionally 
caused  on  railroads,  to  telegraph  lines,  or  to  persons  by  means  of 
explosions  of  mines  or  steam  boilers.  The  treaty  with  Belgium 
specifies  twelve  classes  of  crimes  for  which  extradition  maj  be 
had,  and  in  the  list  places  abortion,  the  willful  and  unlawful 
destruction  or  obstruction  of  railroads,  which  endangers  human 
life,  and  also  the  reception  of  articles  obtained  by  means  of  any 
one  of  the  crimes  provided  for  in  the  treaty.  Putting  all  the 
extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  together,  we  have  now 
some  thirty  forms  of  crime  specified  in  one  or  more  or  all  of  these 
treaties. 

These  crimes  are  designated  by  titles  known  and  acknowl- 
edged, as  between  the  contracting  parties,  to  mean  the  same 
offenses,  or  they  are  made  the  stibjects  of  special  description. 
When  the  designation  is  simply  by  titles,  and  these  titles  are  fur- 
nished by  different  languages,  titles  that  are  equivalents  in  mean- 
ing  are  used.  These  names  mean  things ;  and  neither  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  can,  by  local  legislation,  change  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  crimes  that  are  the  subjects  of  the  stipulation, 
and  thus  in  effect  create  new  ones,  and  then  claim  extradition  for 
these  new  crimes  on  the  mere  basis  of  names. 

Sometimes,  for  the  purpose  of  greater  certainty,  extradition 
crimes  are  specifically  defined.  Thus,  in  the  supplemental  article 
of  February  24,  1845,  added  to  the  treaty  of  1843  with  France, 
burglary  is  placed  in  the  extradition  list,  defined  to  be  ^^  breaking 
and  entering  by  night  into  the  mansion-house  of  another  with 
intent  to  commit  felony."  Should  either  Government,  for  ita 
own  purposes,  see  fit  to  establish  a  different  grade  of  burglary 
the  offense  would  not  be  the  one  defined  in  the  treaty,  and  hence 
would  not,  under  the  treaty,  be  an  extradition  crime. 

It  was  on  this  ground  that  Judge  Fancher,  in  Lobgrwoia  Case^ 
14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  333,  said  that  the  crime  of  burglary,  in  the 
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sense  meant  in  the  treaty  with  France,  **  refers  to  the  common- 
law  offense  of  burglary,"  and  that  the  treaty  does  not  "  provide 
for  the  demand  and  extradition  of  a  fugitive  for  our  statutory 
offense  of  burglary  in  the  third  degree."  The  proceedings  in 
this  case  he  held  to  be  '*  unauthorized  and  illegal,"  because  the 
crime  charged  was  not  the  one  specified  in  the  treaty. 

The  treaty  of  June  13,  1882,  with  Belgium,  defines  burglary 
*^  to  be  the  act  of  breaking  and  entering  by  night  into  the  house 
of  another  with  the  intent  to  commit  felony,"  and  also  defines 
robbery  "  to  be  the  act  of  feloniously  and  forcibly  taking  from 
the  person  of  another  money  or  goods  by  violence  or  putting  him 
in  fear."  Where  a  treaty  tlius  defines  a  crime,  that  definition 
cannot  be  changed  or  enlarged,  but  must  be  strictly  followed  in 
the  application  of  the  treaty.  The  definition  given  in  the  con- 
tract must  be  the  rule  of  its  administration. 

(3.)  I^  Hide  of  Emdenae,  —  The  general  rule  of  evidence 
adopted  in  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  is,  that 
the  chaise  of  criminality  on  which  the  demand  for  delivery  is 
based  must  be  supported  by  such  evidence  as  would  justify  the 
apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  of  the  person  accused,  if 
the  alleged  offense  had  been  committed  in  the  country  on  which 
the  demand  is  made.  The  laws  of  that  country,  and  not  those 
of  the  one  making  the  demand,  furnish  this  rule ;  and  in  this 
respect  each  Government  administers  its  own  laws  witliout  refer- 
ence to  those  of  the  other.  The  obligation  of  delivery  is  quali- 
fied by  this  rule,  since  it  is  a  part  of  the  contract. 

If  the  local  laws  of  the  place  where  the  case  of  the  alleged 
fugitive  is  examined  allow  persons  arrested  and  examined  on  the 
charge  of  crime  to  testify  in  their  own  behalf,  then,  under  the 
general  rule  of  evidence,  this  particular  rule  must  be  applied  m 
the  case  of  such  fugitive.  This  doctrine  was  laid  down  by  Judge 
Blatchford  in  the  case  of  In  re  Frcmcoia  Fa/rez^  7  Blatch.  345, 
S57.  The  prisoner,  in  the  United  States,  is  entitled  to  make  a 
defense,  and,  in  such  circumstances,  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf. 
(Whart.  Plead,  and  Prac.  [8th  ed.],  §  56.) 

Many  of  the  treaties  of  the  Unitexl  States,  for  the  purpose  of 
applying  the  rule  of  evidence,  expressly  authorize  "  the  judges 
and  other  magistrates"  of  the  contracting  Governments  to  issue 
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their  warrants  for  the  apprehension  of  accused  persons,  to  exam- 
ine into  the  question  of  their  alleged  criminality,  and  if  satisfied 
that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  detain  them  for  trial,  to  certify 
this  fact  to  "  the  proper  executive  authority."  Other  treaties 
give  the  rule  of  evidence,  but  contain  no  such  provision  for  its 
application,  and  hence  leave  the  matter  to  be  determined  by  legis- 
lation in  each  country. 

(4.)  The  Surrender,  —  The  actual  delivery  of  fugitive  crimi- 
nals is,  in  all  these  treaties,  to  be  preceded  by  a  demand  of  one 
Government  upon  the  other,  made  by  the  supreme  political  au- 
thority of  the  demanding  State,  or  by  ministers  or  officers  duly 
authorized  for  this  purpose.  \  The  stipulation  of  the  contracting 
parties  is  to  deliver  up  silch  fugitives,  "upon  mutual  requisi- 
tions," in  the  cases  and  upon  the  evidence  specified,  subject  to 
whatever  qualifications  may  bo  annexed  thereto,    f 

All  these  treaties,  with  the  exception  of  three,  jfeither  expressly 
or  by  obvious  implication,  assign  the  function  of  delivery  to  the 
executive  authority  of  the  respective  Governments ;  and  in  these 
three  there  is  no  mention  and  no  direct  implication  as  to  the  au- 
thority by  which  the  delivery  is  to  be  made. 

The  question  whether  the  crime  charged  in  a  specific  case 
comes  within  the  description  of  the  treaty  under  which  the  case 
arises,  and  if  so,  then  whether  the  evidence  by  which  it  is 
proved  comes  within  the  rule  of  evidence  prescribed  by  the 
treaty,  is  to  be  decided  by  the  Government  to  which  the  requisi- 
tion for  delivery  is  addressed.  The  demanding  Government 
must,  in  order  to  sustain  its  claim,  make  out  such  a  case ;  and 
whether  it  has  done  so  or  not  is  for  the  other  party  to  the  treaty 
to  determine.  It  is  only  in  that  case  that  the  treaty  obligation 
of  delivery  exists  at  all. 

Such,  in  brief,  are  the  general  principles  which  are  common  to 
all  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States.  They  all  spe- 
cify rights  and  duties  as  between  the  contracting  parties.  They 
all  relate  to  crimes  as  the  ground  of  extradition.  Those  upon 
whom  they  operate  are  persons  who,  being  guilty  of  offenses 
against  one  of  the  parties,  have  sought  refuge  and  safety  or  are 
found  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other.  These  persons,  in 
order  to  be  extradited,  must  be  fonnaUy  charged  with  the  crime, 
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or  crimes,  for  which  the  extradition  is  asked ;  and  the  proof  sus- 
taining the  charge  must  be  such  as  is  set  forth  in  the  treaties. 
\  The  crimes  charged  must  be  within  the  list  of  the  offenses  enu- 
^merated  as  grounds  of  extradition,  in  the  particular  treaty  under 
which  the  cliarge  is  made.]  The  right  to  make  the  charge  and 
demand  the  surrender  is  a  treaty  right ;  and  when  the  stipulated 
conditions  have  been  supplied  in  a  given  case,  the  duty  of  de- 
livery is  one  of  treaty  obligation. 

3.  Special  Provisions^ /- The  extradition  treaties  of  the 
United  States,  while  similar  in  their  general  character  and  ob- 
jects, are,  nevertheless,  distinct  and  separate  compacts,  each  con- 
taining its  own  terms,  and  binding  the  faith  of  the  respective 
Governments  accordingly,  without  reference  to  the  terms  which 
may  be  incorporated  into  other  treaties.  As  to  details,  they  ex- 
hibit in  their  special  provisions  the  law  of  variety,  as  well  as  that  of 
unity  in  their  general  principles.  These  special  provisions  may 
be  arranged  into  the  following  classes  *    v 

(1.)  TJie  List  of  Oriines.  —  While  all  of  these  treaties 
specify  particular  crimes  as  those  for  which  extradition  may  be 
obtained,  they  do  not  all  make  precisely  the  same  list  of  extradi- 
tion offenses.  In  some  treaties  the  list  is  much  larger  than  in 
others.  The  twenty-seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  1794  with 
Great  Britain  named  only  the  crimes  of  murder  and  forgery  as 
coming  within  its  provisions  ;  and  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty 
of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  while  including  these  crimes,  added 
five  others,  thus  making  a  list  of  seven  extradition  crimes.  The 
treaty  of  March  3,  1868,  with  Italy,  makes  a  list  of  eight  such 
crimes ;  and  that  of  June  13,  1882,  with  Belgium,  enumerates 
twelve  crimes,  some  of  which  have  diversity  as  to  their  minor 
shades. 

The  contracting  parties,  in  each  case,  make  such  a  list  of 
crimes  as  they  judge  to  be  conducive  to  the  ends  of  justice  in 
view  of  their  relations  to  each  other.  As  a  general  rule,  only 
those  crimes  that  are  of  a  heinous  character,  and  which  all  nations 
agree  in  regarding  as  such,  are  the  subjets  of  extradition  treaties. 
The  minor  offenses,  except  in  a  few  instances,  are  omitted  alto- 
gether. 
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(2.)  Citizens  or  Subjects.  —  Twenty  of  these  treaties,  in  ex- 
press terms,  exclude  from  their  operation  the  citizens  or  subjects 
of  the  conntry  on  which  the  demand  is  made ;  and  this  so  quaU- 
fies  the  general  stipulation  that  neither  party  is  bound  to  deliver 
up  to  the  other  its  own  citizens  or  subjects.  Where  there  is  no 
such  express  exclusion  on  the  ground  of  citizenship,  and  nothiug 
in  the  terms  of  a  treaty  to  imply  it,  as  is  the  fact  with  some  of 
these  treaties,  there  citizenship  secures  no  immunity  against 
delivery,  provided  the  crime  on  which  the  demand  is  based  comes 
within  the  list  of  crimes  specified  in  the  treaty  under  which  the 
demand  is  made. 

So  Judge  Bee  held  in  the  case  of  JoruUhan  Scibins,  (Whar- 
ton's State  Trials,  p.  408.)  Every  nation,  unless  there  is  some- 
thing to  the  contrary  in  its  local  constitution,  has  the  right  to 
deliver  up  its  own  citizens  who  have  committed  offenses  against 
other  Governments,  and  fled  to  its  territory  for  asylum ;  and  if  it 
has  made  a  treaty  providing  for  the  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals, 
with  no  exception  in  favor  of  its  own  citizens  or  subjects,  then 
the  question  of  citizenship  is  immaterial,  considered  in  relation 
to  the  obligation  imposed  by  the  general  terms  of  the  treaty. 
The  presumption  is  that,  if  it  had  intended  to  make  such  an 
exception,  it  would  have  incorporated  the  fact  into  the  treaty 
itself. 

(8.)  PoUtical  Offenaea.  —  In  twenty  of  these  treaties  political 
offenses  are  expressly  excluded  from  their  application,  without 
any  specific  definition  of  their  nature ;  and  this  leaves  the  con- 
tracting parties,  especially  the  one  asked  to  make  the  delivery^ 
to  decide,  in  each  case,  whether  the  offense  set  forth  in  the  charge 
and  demand  is  of  this  character.  If  it  be  such,  then  there  is  no 
obligation  to  surrender  the  party  accused,  since  he  is  expressly 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  these  treaties.  Treason  and 
sedition  are  political  offenses,  and  hence  fall  within  the  limits  of 
the  exception. 

The  treaty  with  the  Two  Sicilies  excludes  such  offenses  "  unless 
the  political  offender  shall  also  have  been  guilty  of  some  one  of 
the  crimes  enumerated  in  article  twenty-two,"  in  which  case  the 
implication  is  that,  thoagh  he  is  a  political  offender,  he  may  be 
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demanded,  and,  with  proper  evidence,  most  be  delivered,  for  this 
other  crime. 

The  treaty  of  May  22,  1880,  with  the  Netherlands,  provides 
that  it  *'  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  political 
character,  nor  to  acts  connected  with  such  crimes  or  offenses,"  and 
that  no  person  surrendered  under  the  provisions  of  this  treaty 
^'  shall  in  any  case  be  tried  or  punished  for  a  crime  or  offense  of  a 
political  character,  nor  for  any  act  connected  therewith,  committed 
previously  to  his  extradition." 

The  treaty  of  June  13, 1882,  with  Belgium,  while  containing 
the  same  general  provision  in  respect  to  the  person  surrendered 
for  any  of  the  crimes  specified  therein,  qualifies  the  same  by  say- 
ing, "unless  he  has  been  at  liberty  to  leave  the  country  for  one 
month  after  having  been  tried,  and,  in  case  of  condemnation,  for 
one  month  after  having  suffered  his  punishment,  or  having  been 
pardoned."  This  implies  that  the  extradited  party,  having  had 
such  liberty  to  leave  the  country  to  which  he  was  extradited, 
may,  if  he  remains  therein  thereafter,  be  tried  and  punished  for 
a  political  offense  committed  previously  to  his  extradition. 

The  same  treaty  also  provides  that  '^  an  attempt  against  the  life 
of  the  head  of  a  foreign  Government,  or  against  that  of  any  mem- 
ber of  his  family,  when  such  attempt  comprises  the  act  either  of 
murder  or  assassination,  or  of  poisoning,  shall  not  be  considered 
a  political  offense  or  an  act  connected  with  such  an  offense."  This 
was  doubtless  designed  to  apply  to  such  a  case  as  the  assassination 
of  President  Garfield. 

Those  treaties,  on  the  other  hand,  that  contain  no  express  pro- 
vision as  to  delivery  on  the  ground  of  political  offenses,  leave  the 
question  to  be  settled  in  the  light  of  their  general  stipulations. 
They  do  not  enumerate  such  offenses  as  extraditable,  and  hence 
there  can  be  no  extradition  for  them. 

So,  also,  a  person,  extradited  for  some  other  offense  within  the 
enumeration,  cannot  thereafter  be  tried  for  a  purely  political  crime 
antedating  his  extradition,  since  the  general  implication  of  the 
extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States,  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
press stipulation  otherwise,  requires,  as  will  be  shown  in  another 
connection,  that  a  party  surrendered  shall  be  tried  only  for  the 
offense  which  was  the  ground  of  the  surrender.  The  fact  that 
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political  offenses  are  nowhere  mentioned  in  the  list  of  extradition 
crimes  is  equivalent  to  their  exclusion  therefrom,  and  also  to  the 
exemption  of  surrendered  criminals  from  any  trial  therefor. 

The  general  sense  of  civilized  nations,  especially  in  modem 
times,  is  that  merely  political  offenders  are  not  proper  subjects  for 
extradition ;  and  any  nation  that,  having  obtained  the  custody  of 
a  fugitive  upon  other  grounds,  should  put  him  on  trial  for  a  politi- 
cal offense,  would  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  gross  act  of  bad  taith, 
and  that,  too,  whether  the  treaty  under  which  the  .extradition  was 
secured  did  or  did  not  contain  an  express  stipulation  to  the  con- 
trary. 

(4.)  Limitation  as  to  Time  of  the  Ori/me,  —  Express  provision 
is  made  in  eight  of  these  treaties  that  the  general  stipulations 
shall  have  no  application  to  crimes  committed  before  their  date ; 
and  in  three  other  treaties  a  similar  provision  is  made  with  reference 
to  crimes  that  precede  the  date  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications- 
There  can,  of  course,  be  no  extradition  for  such  crimes  in  consist- 
ency with  these  treaties,  and  there  should  be  no  trial  for  crimes 
expressly  excluded  by  the  date  of  their  commission,  whether  they 
are  mentioned  in  the  extradition  list  or  not. 

In  other  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  there  is  no 
such  provision ;  and  in  the  case  of  Angdo  De  Oiacomo^  12  Blatch. 
891,  who  was  extradited  under  the  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  the  King  of  Italy,  Judge  Blatchford  held,  there  being 
no  stipulation  precluding  its  application  to  crimes  committed  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  treaty,  that  it  was  applicable  to  such  offenses, 
if  within  the  enumeration,  as  well  as  to  those  committed  subse- 
quently to  its  date.  The  theory  of  this  decision  is  that  the  date  of 
the  offense,  as  compared  with  that  of  the  treaty,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  application  of  the  latter,  unless  there  be  a  special  stipu- 
lation in  relation  to  this  point. 

Two  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  expressly 
declare  that  no  surrendered  person  shall  be  tried  for  any  crime 
committed  previously  to  that  for  which  his  surrender  was  asked, 
and  four  of  them  apply  the  same  principle  in  respect  to  "  any  or- 
dinary crime  "  antedating  the  one  stated  in  the  requisition. 

The  treatjLof  January  5,  1877,^  with  Spain,  declares  that  "no 
person  shall  be  suBJectiJO  exfradition  in  virtue  of  this  convention 
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for  any  crime  or  ofEense  committed  previous  to  the  exchange  of 
the  ratifications  hereof,  and  no  person  shall  be  tried  for  any  crime 
or  offense  other  than  that  for  which  he  was  smrendered,  unless 
snch  crime  be  oire  of  those  enumerated  in  article  II,  and  shall 
have  been  committed  subsequent  to  the  exchange  of  the  ratifica- 
tion hereof." 

The  same  treaty  also  declares  that  ^^a  fugitive  criminal  shall  I 
not  be  surrendered  under  the  provisions  hereof  when  from  lapse' 
of  time  or  other  lawful  cause,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  crime  was  committed,  thcj 
criminal  is  exempt  from  prosecution  or  punishment  for  the 
oflEense  for  which  the  surrender  is  asked."  A  similar  provision  is 
contained  in  the  treaty  of  May  22,  1880,  with  the  Netherlands, 
and  in  that  of  June  13,  1882,  with  Belgium. 

(5.)  Postponement  of  Surrender.  —  Twenty-two  of  these  trea- 
ties stipulate  that  in  those  cases  in  which  the  persons  demanded 
have  committed  crimes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  country 
whose  asylum  they  have  sought,  and  have  been  there  arrested,  or 
are  undergoing  prosecution  or  punishment  therefor,  extradition 
may  be  deferred  until  after  their  acquittal  or  the  expiration  of 
their  punishment. 

(6.)  Demcmd  hy  Two  or  More  Oovmiriea,  —  The  treaty  of 
January  5,  1877,  with  Spain,  provides  that  "  if  a  fugitive  crimi- 
nal claimed  by  one  of  the  parties  hereto  shall  be  also  claimed  by 
one  or  more  powers,  pursuant  to  treaty  provisions,  on  account  of 
crimes  committed  within  their  jurisdiction,  such  criminal  shall  be 
delivered  in  preference,  in  accordance  with  that  demand  which  is 
the  earliest  in  date."  A  similar  provision  is  made  in  the  treaty 
of  1880,  with  the  Netherlands,  and  in  that  of  1882,  with  Belgium. 

(7.)  Extradition  to  a  Third  Cowni/ry,  —  The  treaty  of  1882. 
with  Belgium,  provides  that  without  the  consent  of  the  Govern- 
ment delivering  up  the  fugitive  criminal,  he  shall  not,  by  the 
Government  receiving  him  be  extradited  to  a  third  country, 
except  "  when  the  accused  shall  have  asked  of  his  own  accord  to 
be  tried  or  to  undergo  his  punishment,  or  when  he  shall  not  have," 
within  one  month  after  his  discharge,  left  the  country  to  which 
he  was  extradited. 
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(8.)  The  Case  of  Oanmcta. — In  all  of  these  treatieBthe  stipu- 
lation includes  fugitives  charged  with  crime  and  demanded  for 
trial  and  punishment ;  and  in  eleven  of  them  it  is  extended  also 
in  express  terms,  to  fugitives  already  convicted  of  crime.  The 
same  general  rule  of  evidence,  as  to  the  proof  of  the  crime,  is  ap- 
plied in  both  cases ;  yet,  in  the  case  of  fugitive  convicts,  some 
of  the  treaties  make  a  special  regulation. 

The  treaty  of  August  11,  1874,  with  the  Ottoman  Empire,  pro- 
vides that  ^'  if  the  person  whose  extradition  may  be  asked  for 
shall  have  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the 
court  in  which  he  may  have  been  convicted,  authenticated  under 
its  seal,  and  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of  the  judge  by 
the  proper  executive  authority,  and  of  the  latter  by  the  Minister 
or  Consul  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  Sublime  Porte,  respec- 
tively, shall  accompany  the  requisition." 

The  treaty  of  January  5, 1877,  with  Spain,  provides  that  "if 
the  fugitive  criminal  shall  have  been  convicted  of  the  crime  for 
which  his  surrender  is  asked,  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  court 
before  which  such  conviction  took  place,  duly  authenticated,  shall 
be  produced." 

Provisions  of  this  character  define  the  evidence  upon  which  this 
class  of  fugitives  shall  be  surrendered.  The  surrender  in  their 
case  is  not  for  trial,  but  simply  for  punishment,  since  they  are  as- 
sumed to  have  been  already  tried  and  sentenced. 

These  special  provisions,  found  in  some  of  the  extradition  trea- 
ties of  the  United  States,  operate,  of  course,  only  in  cases  arising 
under  the  treaties  that  contain  them.  Each  treaty,  being  distinct 
from  all  the  others,  and  having  no  dependence  upon  them  in  re- 
spect to  its  provisions  and  obligations,  furnishes  its  own  rule. 
What  can  and  should  be  done  under  it  is  to  be  decided  solely  by 
its  terms. 

4.  Interpretation  of  these  Treaties. — The  interpretation  of 
these  treaties  follows  the  general  law  applicable  to  all  treaties. 
They  are  specific  contracts  between  nations,  and  are  to  be  con- 
strued according  to  the  natural  and  fair  sense  of  the  terms  in 
which  their  stipulations  are  expressed.  Yattel  having,  in  his  Law 
of  Nations,  p.  248,  enumerated  a  variety  of  rules  for  the  con- 
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strnction  of  treaties,  sums  up  the  result  as  follows :  ^^  From  all 
these  incontestable  truths  results  this  rule :  In  the  interpretation 
of  treaties,  compacts  and  promises  we  ought  not  to  deviate  from 
the  common  use  of  the  language  unless  we  have  very  strong  rea- 
sons for  it." 

Ex-President  Woolsey  in  his  International  Law,  p.  185,  thus 
states  the  substance  of  the  rule :  ^'  The  ordinary  v^ia  loquendi 
obtains  unless  it  involves  an  absurdity.  When  words  of  art  are 
used  the  special  meaning  which  they  have  in  the  given  art  is  to 

determine  their  sense." 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  in  The  Comm^mweaUh  v. 
HaweSy  13  Bush,  697,  said :  ^'  Public  treaties  are  to  be  fairly  in- 
terpreted, and  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  application  of  the  same  rules  of  construction  and  the 
same  course  of  reasoning  which  we  apply  in  the  interpretation  of 
private  contracts." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  The  United  States 
v.  D^Auterivej  10  How.  609,  said :  "  Compacts  between  Govern- 
ments or  nations,  like  those  between  individuals,  should  be  inter- 
preted according  to  the  natural,  fair  and  received  acceptation  of  the 
terms  in  which  they  are  expressed.''  This  is  the  sense  in  which 
the  terms  were  used.    All  men  are  assumed  to  employ  words  in 

the  received  sense,  unless  they,  at  the  time,  qualify  the  sense  by 
a  special  notice.  Courts  proceed  upon  this  principle  in  expound- 
ing contracts  and  administering  justice  between  parties.  Treaties, 
whether  for  extradition  or  for  any  other  purpose,  are  no  exception 
to  the  rule. 

Moreover,  what  is  obviously  implied  in  extradition  treaties  is 
as  really  a  part  of  them  as  if  it  had  been  formally  and  expressly 
stated.  They  are  to  be  executed,  and  this  involves  a  process ;  and 
whatever  naturally  and  fairly  results  from  their  express  provisions, 
unless  excluded  by  other  provisions,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  part  of 
the  stipulation.  And  so  whatever  is  by  obvious  implication  for- 
bidden, or  is  inconsistent  with  the  plain  letter  and  intent  of  these 
treaties,  is  excluded,  and  cannot  in  good  faith  be  done  by  either 
party. 

The  parties  limit  their  power  relatively  to  each  other,  by  the 
provisions  of  the  compact,  express  or  implied,  and  their  faith  is 


54  EXTRADITION  TREATIES. 

bound  accordingly.  The  fact  that  they  have  chosen  to  make  a 
treaty  for  the  mutaal  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals  implies  that 
this  is  the  mode  in  which  they  have  determined  to  regulate  the 
subject ;  and  hence,  all  their  rights  and  all  their  obligations  in  ref- 
erence to  this  question  are  to  be  considered  and  decided  in  the 
light  of  the  treaty.    The  treaty  itself  is  their  rule. 

5.  The  Treaty  of  1794.  —  The  first  extradition  stipulation  en- 
tered into  by  the  United  States  is  the  one  found  in  the  twenty- 
seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  1794  with  Great  Britain,  which, 
by  the  next  article  was  limited  to  the  period  of  twelve  years,  and 
hence  ceased  to  be  operative  after  1806.  The  article  reads  as 
follows : 

'^  It  is  farther  agreed  that  His  Majesty  and  the  United  States 
on  mutual  requisitions,  by  them  respectively,  or  by  their  respec- 
tive ministers  or  oflScers  authorized  to  make  tne  same,  will 
deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with  murder 
or  forgery,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall 
seek  an  asylum  within  any  of  the  countries  of  the  other,  provided 
that  this  shall  only  be  done  on  such  evidence  of  criminality  as, 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person 
so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and 
commitment  for  trial,  if  the  offense  had  there  been  committed. 
The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be  borne 
and  demiyed  by  those  who  make  the  requisition  and  receive  the 
fugitive.'^ 

This  contract  specified  murder  and  forgery  as  the  crimes  for 
which  extradition  might  be  demanded.  It  designated  the  agency 
through  which  the  demand  might  be  made,  and  gave  the  rule  of 
evidence  as  to  the  criminality  of  the  accused  person,  and,  hence, 
as  to  the  obligation  of  compliance  with  the  demand.  It  pledged 
the  good  faith  of  each  Government  to  conform  its  policy  to  the 
terms  of  the  stipulation.  It  was  upon  its  face  a  contract  that  con- 
templated action  in  futv/ro^  and,  hence  was  an  executory  con- 
tract, and  not  one  executed  by  the  mere  ratification  of  the  treaty. 
It,  however,  omitted  to  provide,  in  express  terms,  any  agency  or 
authority  for  making  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  or  for  ap- 
plying the  rule  of  evidence  as  to  criminality  ;  and  Congress  never 
passed  any  law  for  carrying  it  into  execution. 

The  only  case  which  occurred  under  this  treaty  was  that  of 
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Jonathan  Kobbins^  in  1799,  a  report  of  which  is  given  in  Whar- 
ton's State  Trials,  pp.  392-457.  Bobbins,  on  suspicion  of  having 
been  concerned  in  the  mutiny  on  board  the  British  fiigate  Her- 
mioue  in  1791,  was  arrested  in  1799  in  Charleston,  South 
Carolina,  and  committed  to  prison,  before  any  demand  for  deliv- 
ery was  made  by  the  British  Government.  After  he  had  been 
imprisoned  for  about  six  months,  Judge  Bee,  United  States  Dis- 
trict Judge  for  that  State,  was  informed  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
that  a  demand  had  been  made  upon  the  President  for  his  deliv- 
ery as  a  fugitive  criminal,  and  also  notified  that  the  President, 
if  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  advised  and 
requested  him  to  deliver  the  prisoner  to  "  the  consul  or  other 
agent  of  Great  Britain  who  shall  appear  to  receive  him." 

Bobbins  was  soon  after  brought  before  the  District  Court  on 
habeas  corpus  and  Judge  Bee,  after  hearing  the  case,  ordered 
him  to  be  surrendered  "  to  the  British  consul,  or  such  person  or 
persons  as  he  shall  appoint  to  receive  him,"  He  subsequently 
addressed  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  informing  him  of  his 
"  compliance  with  the  request  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,"  and  saying  that  he  judged  the  evidence  against  Bobbins 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  on  which  he  had  been  demanded. 

This  case  produced  an  intense  excitement  among  the  people, 
and  led  to  a  warm  discussion  in  the  House  of  Bepresentatives. 
It  was  claimed  by  some  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  delivery,  and  by  others  that  the  President  could  not  execute 
the  stipulation  until  authorized  to  do  so  by  an  act  of  Congress. 
Bfr.  John  Marshall,  subsequently  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  was  then  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Bepresentatives ;  and,  in  the  speech  which  he  made  on  the  sub- 
ject, he  defended  the  action  of  the  President,  taking  the  ground 
that,  while  the  courts  have  no  power  "  to  seize  any  individual 
and  determine  that  he  shall  be  adjudged  by  a  foreign  tribunal," 
the  President,  being  charged  with  the  duty  of  executing  the 
laws,  and  a  treaty  being  declared  by  the  Constitution  to  be  a  law, 
had  power  to  make  the  delivery  in  the  absence  of  any  legislation 
by  Congress. 

The  fact  in  the  case  was  that  Judge  Bee  issued  the  order  for 
delivery ;  and,  according  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Marshall,  he 
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had  no  authority,  as  a  judge,  to  do  bo.  The  authority  was  with 
the  President ;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  did  not  exercise  it 
What  he  did  was  to  advise  and  request  the  judge  to  make  the 
delivery  if  the  evidence  was  sufficient.  In  his  letter  of  May  21, 
1799,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  he  said :  "  How  far  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  would  be  justifiable  in  directing  the 
judge  to  deliver  up  the  offender  is  not  clear.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion to  advise  and  request  him  to  do  it." 

This  advice  and  request  plainly  conferred  no  authority  upon 
Judge  Bee,  when  hearing  a  case  upon  habeas  carpuSy  and  deter- 
mining whether  the  prisoner  was  lawfully  restrained  of  his  lib- 
erty. The  argument  of  Mr.  Marshall,  while  it  logically  con- 
demns the  action  of  Judge  Bee,  does  not  fit  that  of  the  Presi- 
dent. It  claims  for  him  a  power  which  he  did  not  exercise,  but 
which  he  advised  and  requested  Judge  Bee  to  exercise. 

The  delivery  was  a  judicial  one,  and  was  not  officially  the  act 
of  the  President  at  all.  The  judge  of  a  court  did  what,  as  Mr. 
Marshall  asserted,  the  President  only  had  the  authority  to  do,  and 
not  the  less,  so  because  he  was  requested  by  the  latter  to  do  it. 
The  advice  of  the  President  given  to  a  judge  in  hearing  a  habea$ 
corpus  case  is  no  basis  for  the  exercise  of  power. 

Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Su* 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Foster  v.  NeUsorij  2  Pet. 
253,  said ;  ''  Our  Constitution  declares  a  treaty  to  be  the  law  of 
the  land.  It  is  consequently  to  be  regarded  in  courts  of  justice 
as  equivalent  to  an  act  of  the  legislature,  whenever  it  operates  of 
itself  without  the  aid  of  any  legislative  provision.  But  when 
the  terms  of  the  stipulation  import  a  contract,  when  either  of  the 
parties  engages  to  perform  a  pai*ticular  act,  the  treaty  addresses 
itself  to  the  political,  not  the  judicial  department ;  and  the  legis- 
lature must  execute  the  contract  before  it  can  become  a  rule  for 
the  court."  The  same  court  re^afiirmed  this  doctrine  in  The 
United  States  v.  Arredondo^  6  Pet.  691. 

The  twenty-seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  1794  with  Great 
Britain  was  a  contract  in  which  the  parties  mutually  pledged 
their  faith  with  respect  to  action  in  fviuro^  but  in  which  they 
made  no  provision  as  to  the  agency  for  the  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals.   They  simply  agreed  that  the  delivery  should  be  made 
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in  the  cases  and  cirenmstances  stated.  The  contract  did  not  by 
its  own  terms  execute  itself,  and,  hence,  needed  legislation  to 
make  it  operative,  and,  hence,  was  not,  in  the  absence  of  the  re- 
quisite legislation,  ^^  the  law  of  the  land "  for  courts.  Courts, 
according  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  Fmier  v.  NeiUon^  aupra^ 
could  exercise  no  power  under  it  until  Congress  should  legislate 
for  its  execution. 

Was  the  article  "  the  law  of  the  land  "  for  the  President  ?  It 
certainly  was  not  so  in  express  terms.  The  President  has  power 
to  make  treaties.  These  treaties,  if  self-executing  without  the 
aid  of  legislation,  are  laws  of  the  land ;  yet  it  is  not  a  constitu- 
tional prerogative  of  his  office  to  execute  treaties,  any  more  than 
it  is  to  execute  the  Constitution,  except  as  he  is  authorized  to 
do  so. 

Attorney-General  Wirt,  in  SuUivan^a  Caaej  1  Op.  Att.-Gen. 
509,  said :  ^^  The  Constitution  and  the  treaties  and  acts  of  Con- 
gress made  under  its  authority  comprise  the  whole  of  the  Presi- 
dent's powers."  In  this  case  there  was  no  law  of  Congress, 
authorizing  the  President  to  deliver  fugitive  criminals,  and  no 
provision  in  the  treaty  giving  the  authority  ;  and,  according  to 
the  doctrine  stated  in  Foster  v.  NeUson^  the  extradition  stipula- 
tion was  not  "  a  law  of  the  land,"  because  it  was  a  contract 
which  did  not  and  could  not  execute  itself  without  legislation. 
It  may  have  been  the  duty  of  Congress  to  supply  the  appropriate 
legislation ;  but  its  failure  to  do  so  certainly  did  not  add  to  the 
powers  of  the  President.  Legislative  omissions  are  not  a  source 
of  positive  powers  to  any  department  of  the  Government. 

The  proper  conclusion  then  is,  that  the  surrender  of  Bobbins 
was  without  legal  authority.  The  treaty  gave  Judge  Bee  no 
authority  to  make  the  surrender,  and  the  President  could  give 
him  none.  The  President  himself  had  no  such  authority ;  and  if 
he  had,  he  did  not  directly  exercise  it.  It  was  stated,  in  the 
debate  in  the  House  of  Bepresentatives,  that  President  Washing- 
ton had  expressed  strong  doubts  whether  this  part  of  the  treaty 
of  1794  could  be  carried  into  effect  without  the  action  of  Con- 
gress. 

6.  The  Treaty  of  1842.  —  The  next  extradition  stipulation  of 
the  United  States  is  contained  in  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty 
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of  August  9,  1842,  with  Great  Britain,  which  provides  as  fol- 
lows: 

^^  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States,  and  Her  Britannic  Ma- 
jesty shall,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or  their  Ministers, 
officera  or  authorities,  respectively  made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all 
persons  who,  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault 
with  the  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery, 
or  forgery,  or  the  utterance  of  forged  paper,  committed  withm 
the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other :  Provided  that  this  shall  only 
be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall 
be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  or  onense  had  there  been  committed  ;  and  the 
respective  judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments 
shall  have  power,  jurisdiction  and  authority,  upon  complaint 
made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the 
fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought  before 
such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered  ;  and  if,  on 
such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate 
to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  war- 
rant may  issue  for  the  surrender  of  such  fugitive.  The  expense 
of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed 
by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receives  the  fu- 
gitive." 

This  differs  from  the  treaty  of  1794,  in  increasing  the  number 
of  extradition  crimes  to  seven,  and  in  providing  that  the  judges 
and  other  magistrates  of  the  respective  Governments  shall  have 
power  to  arrest  and  examine  alleged  fugitives,  and,  if  the  evidence 
of  criminality  be  sufficient,  to  certify  the  fact  to  "  the  proper  ex- 
ecutive authority,"  that  a  warrant  for  surrender  may  be  issued. 

In  The  Matter  of  the  British  Prieonera^  1  Woodb.  &  Minot, 
66,  Judge  Woodbury  interpreted  the  words  "  the  proper  executive 
authority"  to  mean,  in  their  application  to  the  United  States,  the 
President  acting  in  such  matters  through  the  State  Department, 
whose  acts  are  to  be  regarded  as  his  and  by  his  authority.  He 
also  said  that,  ^^  where  the  aid  of  no  such  act  of  Congress  seems 
necessary  in  respect  to  a  ministerial  duty  devolved  on  the  Execu- 
tive by  the  supreme  law  of  a  treaty,  the  Executive  need  not  wait 
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and  does  not  wait  for  acts  of  Congress  to  direct  such  duties  to  be 
done."  This  case  occurred  in  1845,  before  Congress  had  passed  any 
extradition  law ;  and  the  view  of  Judge  Woodbury  was,  that  the 
treaty  of  1842,  in  its  terms  and  without  any  legislation  for  its  exe- 
cution, by  clear  implication,  gave  the  President  authority  to  make 
the  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals. 

Attorney-General  Nelson,  in  The  Case  of  Christiana  Cochrane^ 
4  0pp.  Att.-Gen.  201,  adopted  this  construction,  and  advised  the 
President  to  make  the  surrender  of  the  alleged  criminal. 

These  two  cases  are  the  only  ones  that  occurred  under  the 
treaty  prior  to  the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  the  execution 
of  extradition  treaties ;  and  in  both  no  legislation  was  thought 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  treaty. 

An  attempted  extradition  under  the  treaty  of  November  9, 
1843,  with  France,  brought  this  question  distinctly  before  Con< 
gress ;  and  the  result  was  the  enactment  of  a  law  in  1848  for 
carrying  into  execution  all  such  treaties.  The  treaty  with  France 
expressly  provided  that  the  surrender,  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States,  "shall  be  made  only  by  authority  of  the  executive 
thereof."  It,  however,  did  not  provide  for  any  preliminary 
arrest  and  examination  by  the  magistrates  of  either  country. 

In  1847  a  demand  was  made  for  the  surrender  of  Nicholas 
Lucien  Metzger  by  the  French  Minister,  on  the  charge  of  forgery 
in  France ;  and  the  executive  authority  at  Washington,  declining 
to  act  in  the  first  instance,  referred  him  to  the  courts. 

Metzger  was  afterward  arrested  in  the  city  of  New  York,  on  a 
warrant  issued  by  a  police  magistrate;  and  the  magistrate,  after 
examining  the  case,  deemed  the  evidence  sufficient,  and  com- 
mitted him  to  prison  to  await  the  order  for  extradition  from  the 
President.  He  was,  on  habeas  corpus^  released  from  prison  by  a 
Circuit  judge  of  the  State  of  New  York,  who  held  that  the  magis- 
trate had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  matter.  He  was  subsequently 
arrested  on  a  warrant  issued  by  Judge  Betts,  of  the  United  States 
District  Court,  who,  after  hearing  the  case,  held  that  it  came 
within  the  terms  of  the  treaty  with  France ;  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  detain  the  accused,  and  that,  the  treaty  being  a 
part  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  no  act  of  Congress  was 
needed  to  carry  it  into  execution.     The  judge  committed  him  to 
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prison,  to  await  the  action  of  the  President.  (1  Edm.  Select  OaBea, 
399.) 

An  application  was  then  made  to  the  Sapreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  a  writ  of  hahem  corpusy  to  review  the  action  of 
Judge  Betts  \  and  the  court,  upon  hearing  the  case,  refused  to 
grant  the  writ,  on  the  ground  that,  the  District  judge  haying  exer- 
cised a  special  authority  at  chambers,  and  there  being  no  provis- 
ion by  law  for  a  revision  of  his  judgment,  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction in  the  matter.     (6  How.  176.) 

The  President  of  the  United  States  then  issued  his  order,  com- 
manding the  marshal  in  New  York  to  deliver  the  prisoner  to  the 
diplomatic  agents  of  the  French  Government.  Before  this  order 
was  executed.  Judge  Edmonds,  a  Circuit  judge  of  New  York, 
granted  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  which  brought  the  accused  be- 
fore him ;  and  after  the  case  was  twice  argued,  he  discharged 
him,  giving  an  elaborate  opinion  directly  the  reverse  of  that  of 
Judge  Betts. 

"  This  case,"  said  the  judge,  "  involves  the  question  whether 
the  President  of  the  Unit^  States  has  authority,  by  virtue  of 
mere  treaty  stipulation,  and  without  an  express  enactment  of  the 
national  legislature,  to  deliver  up  to  a  foreign  power,  and  virtu- 
ally to  banish  from  the  country,  an  inhabitant  of  one  of  the  sov- 
ereign States  of  our  confederacy."  The  conclusions  to  which  he 
came,  after  considering  the  question  at  large,  are  the  following : 
1.  That  "  a  treaty  containing  provisions  to  be  executed  infuturo 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  and  does  not  become  a  rule  for  the 
courts  until  legislative  action  shall  be  had  on  the  subject."  2.  That 
"  the  treaty  with  France  of  1843,  providing  for  the  surrender  of 
fugitives  from  justice,  cannot  be  executed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  without  an  act  of  Congress."  {The  MaMer  of 
Metzger,  1  Barb.  248.) 

This  simply  applies  the  principle  stated  in  Foster  v.  NeiUon^ 
supra^  and  also  in  Turner  v.  The  American  Baptist  Missionary 
Union  J  5  McLean,  344.  If  the  treaty-making  power  can  pledge 
the  faith  of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  future  acts,  and  inde- 
pendently of  and  without  the  legislation  of  Congress,  commit  the 
execution  of  treaties  to  the  President,  thus  in  effect  constituting 
him  the  sole  judge  of  their  meaning  and  the  occasions  and  man- 
ner of  their  fulfillment,  then  it  is  theoretically  a  very  dangeraaa 
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power,  becanse  capable  of  the  most  enormons  abuses.  The  Presi- 
dent acts  independently  of  Congress  when  exercising  the  treaty 
power ;  and  if  he  be  eqnally  independent  in  respect  to  the  execu- 
tion of  treaties,  then  he  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate,  place 
the  whole  matter  in  his  own  hands,  without  the  restraints  or  guid- 
ance of  law,  except  as  thus  made. 

The  fact  that  a  treaty,  whether  for  extradition  or  any  other 
purpose,  is  a  part  of  ''  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  no  more 
makes  it  self-acting  and  self-executing  without  legislation,  than 
does  the  fact  that  the  Constitution  is  such  a  law  make  it  self-act- 
ing and  self -executing.  Kearly  all  the  powers  granted  in  the  latter 
are  brought  into  operation  by  legislative  action.  Why  should  not 
the  same  rule  apply  to  the  contracts  made  in  treaties,  especially 
when  their  stipulations  do  not  upon  their  face  act  in  preaenti^ 
but  provide  for  things  to  be  done  only  infutv/ro  f  Such  treaties 
address  themselves  to  the  legislative  power  of  Congress,  and  are 
to  be  executed  by  its  aid  and  co-operation. 
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CHAPTER  V. 


BXTSADinON  LAWS. 


The  Act  of  August  12,  1848  (9  TJ.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  302), 
entitled  "An  Act  for  giving  effect  to  certain  treaty  stipulations 
between  this  and  foreign  Governments,  for  the  apprehension  and 
delivering  up  of  certain  offenders,"  was  the  first  legislation  of 
Congress  on  the  subject  of  international  extradition.  It  followed 
soon  after  the  decision  of  Judge  Edmunds  in  the  case  of  Metzger, 
referred  to  in  the  previous  chapter.  The  title  of  the  act  seems 
to  recognize  the  correctness  of  the  view  which  he  took  in  that 
case. 

This  act  was  supplemented  by  the  Act  of  June  22,  1860  (12 
U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  84:).  The  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  in  sections  5270-5277,  reproduce,  as  follows,  the  provis- 
ions of  these  two  acts :  — 

1.  The  Arrest  and  Examination  of  the  Fugitive  Criminal 
(see,  5370).  — This  section  provides  as  follows: 

"Whenever  there  is  a  treaty  or  convention  for  extradition 
between  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  any  foreign 
Government,  any  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  circuit  judge, 
district  judge,  commissioner  authorized  so  to  do  by  any  of  me 
courts  of  the  United  States,  or  judge  of  a  court  of  record  of 
general  jurisdiction  of  any  State  may,  upon  complaint  made  under 
oath,  charging  any  person  found  within  the  limits  of  any  State, 
District  or  Territory,  with  having  committed  within  the  juris- 
diction of  any  such  foreign  Government  any  of  the  crimes  pro- 
vided for  by  such  treaty  or  convention,  issue  his  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  justice,  judge  or  commissioner,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered.  If,  on 
such  hearing,  he  deems  the  evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge  under  the  provisions  of  the  proper  treaty  or  convention, 
he  shall  certify  the  same,  together  with  a  copy  of  all  the  testi- 
mony taken  before  him,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  that  a  warrant 
may  issue  upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper  authorities  of  such 
foreign  Government  for  the  surrender  of  such  person,  according 
to  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  or  convention ;  and  he  shall  issue 
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his  warrant  for  the  commitment  of  the  person  so  charged  to  the 
proper  jail,  there  to  remain  nntil  such  surrender  shall  oe  made." 

This  provides  the  judicial  agency  for  arresting  any  person 
charged  with  crime  under  any  extradition  treaty,  and  also 
examining  the  evidence  of  his  criminality,  and  certifying  the 
same  to  the  Secretary  of  State  if  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  charge. 

2.  Bocnmentary  Evidence  (sec.  5271).  —  Tliis  section,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  19,  1876  (19  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large, 
59),  provides  as  follows : 

*'  In  every  case  of  complaint  and  of  a  hearing  upon  the  return 
of  the  warrant  of  arrest,  any  depositions,  warrants  or  other  papers 
offered  in  evidence,  shall  be  admitted  and  received  for  the  purpose 
of  such  hearing  if  they  shall  be  properly  and  legally  authenticated, 
80  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  criminality  of 
the  person  so  apprehended,  by  the  tribunals  of  the  foreign  country 
from  which  the  accused  party  shall  have  escaped,  and  copies  of 
any  such  depositions,  warrants  or  other  papers  shall,  if  authenti- 
cated according  to  the  law  of  such  foreign  country,  be  in  like 
manner  received  as  evidence;  and  the  certificate  of  the  principal 
diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of  the  United  States  resident  in  such 
foreign  country  shall  be  proof  that  any  such  deposition,  warrant, 
or  otner  paper,  or  copy  thereof,  is  authenticated  in  the  manner 
required  by  this  section." 

This  does  not  change  the  rule  that  the  evidence  of  criminality 
must  be  such  as  would  justify  the  commitment  of  the  accused  for 
trial,  if  the  alleged  offense  had  been  committed  in  the  country  on 
which  the  demand  is  made.  It  simply  provides  that  certain 
documentary  evidence  shall  be  received  and  considered,  if  properly 
authenticated. 

3.  Surrender  of  the  Fugitive  (sec,  5372).  —  This  section 
provides  as  follows : 

"It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Secretary  of  State,  under  his 
hand  and  seal  of  office,  to  order  the  person  so  committed  to 
be  delivered  to  such  person  as  shall  be  authorized,  in  the 
name  and  on  behalf  of  such  foreign  Government,  to  be  tried 
for  the  crime  of  which  such  person  shall  be  so  accused,  and 
such  person  shall  be  delivered  up  accordingly;  and  it  shall  be 
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lawfnl  for  the  person  so  authorized  to  hold  such  person  in  cna- 
tody,  and  to  taKe  him  to  the  territory  of  such  foreign  Govern- 
ment, pursuant  to  such  treaty.  If  the  person  so  accused  shall 
escape  out  of  any  custody  to  which  he  snail  be  committed,  or  to 
which  he  shall  be  delivered,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  retake  such  per- 
son in  the  same  manner  as  any  person  accused  of  any  crime 
against  the  laws  in  force  in  that  part  of  the  United  States  to 
wnich  he  shall  so  escape,  may  be  retaken  on  an  escape." 

This  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  State  as  the  representative  of 
the  President  in  conducting  the  foreign  relations  of  the  United 
States  to  make  the  surrender  of  the  fugitive  criminal,  and  pro- 
vides for  the  arrest  of  the  criminal  in  the  event  of  his  escape 
from  the  custody  to  which  he  may  have  been  committed.  The 
statute  does  not  declare  that  the  delivery  %hall  be  made  when  the 
accused,  after  a  judicial  examination,  has  been  committed  to 
prison  to  await  the  executive  order  of  the  Government,  but 
simply  says  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful,"  implying  that  the  question 
of  such  delivery,  even  after  such  examination  and  commitment, 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  executive  authority,  and  that  this 
authority  has  a  right  to  review  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
judge  accordingly. 

4.  Time  allowed  for  Extradition  (sec.  5273),  —  This  sec- 
tion provides  as  follows : 

"  Whenever  any  person  Who  is  committed  under  this  Title  or 
any  treaty,  to  remain  until  delivered  up  in  pursuance  of  a  requi- 
sition, is  not  so  delivered  up  and  conveyed  out  of  the  United 
States  within  two  calendar  montlis  after  such  commitment,  over 
and  above  the  time  actually  required  to  convey  the  prisoner  from 
the  jail  to  which  he  was  committed,  by  the  readiest  way,  out  of 
the  United  States,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  judge  of  the 
United  States  or  of  any  State,  upon  application  made  to  him 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  person  so  committed,  and  upon  proof 
made  to  him  that  i^easonable  notice  of  the  intention  to  make 
such  application  has  been  given  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  to 
order  tne  person  so  committed  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody, 
unless  sufficient  cause  is  shown  to  such  judge  why  such  discharge 
ought  not  to  be  ordered." 

This  limits  the  time  within  which  the  accused,  after  his 
examination,  may  be  held  in  prison  for  extradition ;  and  if  he  is 
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not  delivered  up  within  that  time,  then  he  may  be  discharged  alto- 
gether in  the  way  prescribed,  unless  sufficient  cause  is  shown  to 
the  judge  to  whom  the  application  is  made  why  the  discharge 
should  not  be  ordered. 

5.  Limitation  of  the  Prorisions  (see.  5274),  —  This  section 
provides  as  follows : 

"  The  provisions  of  this  Title  relating  to  the  surrender  of  per- 
sons who  have  committed  crimes  in  foreign  countries  shall  con- 
tinue in  force  during  the  existence  of  any  treaty  of  extradition 
with  any  foreign  Government,  and  no  longer." 

The  effect  of  this  declaration  is  to  confine  the  operation  of  the 
law  strictly  to  the  execution  of  extradition  treaties,  and,  of  neces- 
sity, to  limit  the  powers  which  it  grants  exclusively  to  that  func- 
tion. Tlie  obvious  implication  is  tliat,  in  the  absence  of  such 
treaties,  there  is  no  authority  for  any  extradition  at  all.  The 
only  law  relating  to  the  subject,  enacted  by  Congress,  expressly 
limits  its  own  application  to  the  execution  of  these  treaties. 

6.  Protection  of  the  Accused  when  delirered  to  the  United 
States  (sec*  5275).  —  This  section  provides  as  follows : 

"Whenever  any  person  is  delivered  by  any  foreign  Govern- 
ment to  an  a^ent  of  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
brought  withm  the  United  States  and  tried  for  any  crime  of  which 
he  is  duly  accused,  the  President  shall  have  power  to  take  all  nec- 
essary measures  for  the  transportation  and  safe  keeping  of  such 
accused  person,  and  for  his  security  against  lawless  violence,  until 
the  final  conclusion  of  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  offenses  specified 
in  the  warrant  of  extradition,  and  until  his  final  discharge  from 
custody  or  imprisonment  for  or  on  account  of  such  crimes  or  of- 
fenses, and  for  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  and  may  employ  such 
portion  of  the  land  or  naval  forces  of  the  United  States,  or  of 
the  militia  thereof,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  safe-keeping  and 
protection  of  the  accused." 

Tliis  relates  to  the  transportation,  safe-keeping,  and  protection 
of  the  accused  person,  who  has  been  surrendered  to  the  United 
States  in  pursuance  of  a  treaty,  and  authorizes  the  President  to 
adopt  all  necessary  measures  for  these  purposes. 
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7.  Powers  of  the  Agent  appointed  to  receive  the  Aecosed 
(sec.  5276). —  This  section  provides  as  follows : 

"  Anv  person  duly  appointed  as  agent  to  receive,  in  behalf  of 
the  United  States,  the  delivery',  by  a  foreign  Government,  of  any 
person  accused  of  crime  eotnmitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  and  to  convey  him  to  the  place  of  his  trial,  shall 
have  all  the  powers  of  a  marshal  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
several  districts  through  which  it  may  be  necessary  for  him  to  pass 
with  such  prisoner,  so  far  as  such  power  is  requisite  for  the  prison- 
er's safe-keeping." 

This  fully  arms  the  agent,  appomted  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  receive  a  fugitive  criminal  delivered  up  by  a 
foreign  Government  nnder  the  stipulations  of  a  treaty,  with  all 
necessary  power  to  transport  him  to  the  place  of  trial. 

8.  Penalty  for  opposing  the  Agent  (sec.  5277).  —  This 
section  provides  as  follows : 

"  Every  person  who  knowingly  and  willfully  obstructs,  resists  or 
opposes  such  agent  in  the  execution  of  his  duties,  or  who  rescues 
or  attempts  to  rescue  such  prisoner,  whether  in  the  custody  of  the 
agent  or  of  any  officer  or  person  to  whom  his  custody  has  been 
lawfully  committed,  shall  be  punishable  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars,  and  by  imprisonment  for  not  more 
than  one  year.*^ 

9.  The  Act  of  Angnst  8^  1882.    (22  U.  8.  Stat,  at  Large^ 

215).  —  This  act,  designed  to  be  supplementary  to  the  provisions 
contained  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  provides 
as  follows : 

(1.)  Extradition  Practice,  (Sec.  1.)  —  That  all  hearings  in 
cases  of  extradition  under  treaty  stipulation  or  convention  shall 
be  held  on  land,  publicly,  and  in  a  room  or  office  easily  accessible 
to  the  public 

(2.)  Commissioners  Fees.  (Sec.  2.)  —  That  the  following  shall 
be  the  fees  paid  to  commissioners  in  cases  of  extradition  under 
treaty  stipiUation  or  convention  between  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  and  any  foreign  Government,  and  no  other  fees  or 
compensation  shall  be  allowed  to  or  received  by  them : 
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(a.)     For  adminlBtering  an  oatli,  ten  cents. 

(J.)    For  taking  an  acknowledgment,  twenty-five  cents. 

(c.)  For  taking  and  certifying  depositions  to  file,  twenty  cents 
for  each  folio. 

{dJ)  For  each  copy  of  the  same  furnished  to  a  party  on  i-e- 
quest,  ten  cents  for  each  folio. 

(e,)  For  issuing  any  warrant  or  writ,  and  for  any  other  service, 
the  same  coiupensatioi^  as  is  allowed  clerks  for  like  services. 

(/l)  For  issuing  any  warrant  nnder  the  tenth  article  of  the 
treaty  of  August  9,  1842,  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland, 
against  any  person  charged  with  any  crime  or  offense  as  set  forth 
in  said  article,  two  dollars. 

{g.)  For  issuing  any  warrant  under  the  provision  of  the  con- 
vention for  surrender  of  criminals,  between  the  United  States  and 
the  King  of  the  French,  concluded  at  Washington,  November  9, 
1843,  two  dollars. 

(A.)  For  hearing  and  deciding  upon  the  case  of  any  person 
charged  with  any  crime  or  offense,  and  arrested  under  the  pro- 
visions of  any  treaty  or  convention,  five  dollars  a  day  for  the  time 
necessarily  employed. 

(3.)  8vhp<Bna  of  Witnesses.  {Sec.  3.)  -^  That  on  the  hearing 
of  any  case  under  a  claim  of  extradition  by  any  foreign  Govern- 
ment, upon  affidavit  being  filed  by  the  person  charged  setting 
forth  that  there  are  witnesses  whose  evidence  is  material  to  his 
defense,  that  he  cannot  safely  go  to  trial  without  them,  what  he 
expects  to  prove  by  each  of  them,  and  that  he  is  not  possessed  of 
snfScient  means,  and  is  actually  unable  to  pay  the  fees  of  such 
witnesses,  the  judge  or  commissioner  before  whom  such  claim  for 
extradition  is  heard  may  order  that  such  witnesses  be  sub- 
poenaed ;  and  in  such  cases  the  costs  incurred  by  the  process  and 
the  fees  of  witnesses  shall  be  paid  in  the  same  manner  that  similar 
fees  are  paid  in  the  case  of  witnesses  subpoenaed  in  behalf  of  the 
United  States. 

(4.)  Witness  Feesj  etc.,  certijied,  (Sec.  4.)  —  That  all  wit- 
ness fees  and  costs  of  every  nature  in  cases  of  extradition,  includ- 
ing the  fees  of  the  commissioner,  shall  be  certified  by  the  judge 
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or  commisBioner  before  whom  the  hearing  shall  take  place  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  who  is  hereby  authorized 
to  allow  the  payment  thereof  oat  of  the  appropriation  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  the  judiciary ;  and  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
cause  the  amount  of  said  fees  and  costs  so  allowed  to  be  reim- 
btirsed  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  the  foreign 
Goyemment  by  whom  the  proceedings  for  extradition  may  have 
been  instituted. 

(5.)  The  Eoidence  on  ths  Searing.  {Sec.  6.)  —  That  in  all 
cases  where  any  depositions,  warrants,  or  other  papers,  or  copies 
thei-eof,  shall  be  offered  in  evidence  upon  the  hearing  of  any  ex- 
tradition case  under  Title  66  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  tlie 
United  States,  such  depositions,  warrants,  and  other  papers,  or  the 
copies  thereof,  shall  be  received  and  admitted  as  evidence  on  such 
hearing,  for  all  the  purposes  of  such  hearing,  if  they  shall  be  prop- 
erly and  legally  authenticated,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  received 
for  similar  purposes  by  the  tribunals  of  the  foreign  country  from 
which  the  accused  party  shall  have  escaped,  and  the  certificate  of 
the  principal  diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of  the  United  States 
resident  in  such  foreign  country,  shall  be  proof  that  any  deposi- 
tion, warrant,  or  other  paper,  or  copies  thereof,  so  offered,  are 
authenticated  in  the  manner  required  by  this  act. 

(6.)  jRejpealing  Clause,  —  Tlie  act  approved  June  19,  1876, 
entitled  "  An  act  to  amend  section  5271  of  the  Hevised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States,"  and  so  much  of  said  section  5271  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  as  is  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act  are  hereby  repealed. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1882  differs  in  some  respects  from 
section  5271  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  so 
far  as  it  differs,  it  furnishes  the  rule  to  be  observed  in  extradition 
cases.  The  other  sections  are  supplementary  to  previous  pro- 
visions of  law  on  the  subject  of  extradition. 

These  provisions  of  law,  designed  to  give  effect  to  extradition 
treaties,  and  deriving  their  constitutional  authority  from  this 
fact,  not  only  imply  their  own  necessity,  but  also  empower  and 
direct  the  requisite  judicial  and  executive  agency  for  this  purpose, 
and  that,  too,  without  any  interference  with  the  terms  of  these 
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treaties.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  has  made  trea- 
ties with  other  Gk>yemments  relating  to  the  arrest  and  restora- 
tion of  deserting  seamen  from  foreign  vessels;  and  section  5280 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  provides  for  the 
execution  of  thesd  treaties  so  far  as  they  are  operative  in  this 
coantiy^  assuming  the  necessity  of  legislation  to  carry  them  into 
effect.  Precisely  the  same  assumption  is  made  in  the  legislation 
that  relates  to  treaties  for  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals. 

Both  classes  of  treaties  pledge  the  faith  of  the  United  States ; 
and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  President  can,  by  yirtue  of  the 
powers  vested  in  him^  in  the  absence  of  legislation,  constitution- 
ally supply  the  necessary  judicial  and  executive  machinery,  with 
the  appropriate  rules  and  regulations,  for  carrying  these  treaties 
into  effect.  There  is  not  a  single  extradition  treaty  of  the 
United  States  that  does  not  leave  undetermined  a  variety  of  im- 
portant questions  that  can  be  settled  only  by  legislation,  and 
hence,  not  one  that  does  not  need  law  as  an  auxiliaiy  to  its  exe. 
cution.  That  law  neither  the  President  nor  the  judiciary  can 
supply.  Congress  has  supplied  it,  and  thus  put  an  end  to  a 
question  that  was  once  the  subject  of  conflicting  opinions. 

The  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870  contains  a  provision 
which  forbids  the  actual  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal  until 
after  ^^  the  expiration  of  fifteen  days  from  the  date  of  his  being 
committed  to  prison  to  await  his  surrender ; "  and  also  another 
provision  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  committing  magistrate 
to  inform  the  prisoner  "  that  he  will  not  be  surrendered  until 
after  the  expiration  of  fifteen  days,  and  that  he  has  a  right  to 
apply  for  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpusP  Similar  provisions  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  extradition  law  of  the  United  States. 
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CHAPTEE  VI. 


LIMITATION   OF   THE   JURISDICTION. 


1.  The  Nature  of  Extradition.  —  Bonvier  in  his  Law  Dic- 
tionary defines  Extradition  to  mean  "  the  surrender  by  one  sove- 
reign State  to  another,  on  its  demand,  of  persons  charged  with 
the  commission  of  crime  within  its  jurisdiction,  that  they  may  be 
dealt  with  according  to  its  laws." 

This  surrender  is  not  simply  expulsion,  leaving  the  person  free 
to  go  elsewhere,  but  arrest  and  transference  to  the  Government 
demanding  him  on  the  charge  of  crime.  It,  consequently,  denies 
to  the  accused  the  right  of  asylum,  and,  by  a  summary  process, 
removes  him  from  the  territory  and  protection  of  the  laws  of  the 
surrendering  Government,  and  forcibly  places  him  within  the 
jurisdiction  and  operation  of  the  laws  of  the  Government  to 
which ^he  is  remanded.  It  gives  the  latter  possession  of  his  per- 
son for  the  purpose  of  trial  and  punishment,  and  is,  hence,  an 
auxiliary  process  through  which  one  Government  contributes 
to  the  administration  of  justice  by  another. 

The  necessity  for  extradition  grows  out  of  the  fact  that,  except 
in  cases  specially  provided  for  by  treaty,  the  penal  laws  of  one 
country  cannot  operate  within  the  jurisdiction  of  another.  The 
sovereignty  of  a  nation  within  its  own  territory  is  exclusive  and 
absolute.    {Sohooner  Exchange  v.  McFadden^  7  Cranch,  116.) 

Governments,  not  choosing  blindly,  to  trust  each  other  on  this 
subject,  require  information  as  to  the  person  to  be  delivered,  as 
to  the  crime  or  crimes  with  which  he  is  charged,  and  as  to  the 
evidence  showing  the  commission  of  such  crime  or  crimes.  The 
demanding  Government  must  first  make  out  a  case;  and  whether 
it  has  done  so  or  not,  in  any  particular  instance,  the  Government 
upon  which  the  demand  is  made  will  always  judge  for  itself. 

The  nature  of  the  transaction,  as  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments, naturally  raises  the  question  whether  the  jurisdiction  ac- 
quired by  extradition  is  general^  and  may  be  extended  to  the  trial 
and  punishment  of  any  crime,  or  spedai,  and  must,  therefore,  be 
limited  to  the  avowed  purpose  for  which  it  was  granted  on  the 
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one  hand  and  acquired  on  the  other.  The  Jemanding  Govern- 
ment specifies  a  case ;  and  if  a  surrender  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
the  specification,  then  it  is  made  with  reference  to  that  case,  and 
not  to  some  other  supposable  case. 

The  mere  statement  of  the  facts  as  to  demand  and  deliveiy 
would  seem  to  imply,  as  a  matter  of  good  faith,  that  the  proceed- 
ing necessarily  qualifies  the  jurisdiction  which  it  secures,  and 
limits  it  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  secured.  Hence  arises 
the  doctrine  that  the  party  accused  can  be  tried  and  punished 
only  for  the  crime  or  crimes  named  in  the  demand  and  delivery, 
and  that,  when  this  end  has  been  gained,  he  should,  unless  he' 
elects  to  remain,  or  commits  some  other  crime  after  his  extradi- 
tion, be  permitted  to  return  to  the  jarisdiction  from  which  he  was 
removed. 

Whether  this,  in  the  absence  of  specific  stipulations  otherwise 
permitting,  is  the  true  construction  of  extradition  treaties,  includ- 
ing those  of  the  United  States  with  foreign  Governments,  will 
be  the  special  inquiry  of  this  chapter.  This,  in  the  case  of  Wins- 
low,  was  the  great  point  of  diplomatic  controversy  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain. 

2,  Opinions  of  Text- writers.  —  Mr.  Wharton,  in  his  Criminal 
Law,  seventh  edition,  vol.  3,  p.  34,  section  2956,  a^  says :  "  The 
sole  object  of  extradition  is  to  secure  the  presence  of  the  fugitive 
in  the  demanding  State  for  the  purpose  of  trying  hi'm  for  a  speci- 
fied crime.  The  process  is  not  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  sub- 
jecting him  collaterally  to  criminal  prosecutions  other  than  that 
6p>ecified  in  the  demand.  Provisions  guaranteeing  to  the  fugitive 
the  right  to  leave  the  demanding  country  after  his  trial  for  the 
ofifense  for  which  he  is  surrendered,  in  case  of  acquittal,  or  in  case 
of  conviction,  after  his  endurance  of  punishment,  are  incorporated 
in  many  treaties.  When  not,  they  should  be  made  the  subject  of 
executive  pledge.  It  is  an  abuse  of  this  high  process,  and  an  in- 
fringement of  those  rights  of  asylum  which  the  law  of  nations 
rightly  sanctions,  to  permit  the  charge  of  an  offense  for  which 
extradition  lies  to  be  used  to  cover  an  offense  for  which  extra- 
dition does  not  lie,  or  which  it  is  not  considered  politic  to  in- 
voke." 
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Mr.  David  Dndlcj  Field,  in  Lis  International  Code,  lias  a 
chapter  on  extradition,  the  provisions  of  which,  as  he  says,  '^  are 
based  mainly  on  those  of  existing  treaties,  particularly  the  nnm- 
erons  American  treaties  and  the  most  recent  French  treaties.'' 
In  section  237  he  states  the  following  rale:  "Ko  person  sur- 
rendered *  *  *  shall  be  prosecuted  or  punished  in  the  nation  to 
which  he  is  surrendered,  for  any  offense  committed  previous  to 
that  for  whidi  his  surrender  was  demanded,  nor  for  any  offense 
which  was  not  mentioned  in  the  demand."  This  represents  the 
law  as  derived  from  the  provisions  of  "  existing  treaties,"  and  as 
Mr.  Field  thinks  it  ought  to  be. 

An  article  appeared  in  the  American  Law  Eeview,  vol.  10,  p. 
617,  understood  to  have  been  written  by  Judge  Lowell,  of  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court,  in  which  the  author  says:  "The 
question  is  a  simple  one ;  the  answer,  to  an  ordinary  mind,  seems 
equally  so ;  and  the  writers  on  the  general  subject  have  expressed 
but  one  opinion  upon  it,  so  far  as  they  have  expressed  any.  It 
is,  whether  a  person,  surrendered  by  one  Government  to  another 
upon  cliarge  and  proof  of  the  commission  of  a  certain  crime,  can 
lawfully,  and  against  the  objection  of  the  surrendering  Govern- 
ment, be  tried  for  a  different  crime  committed  before  his  sur- 
render. That  he  cannot,  seems  at  once  the  dictate  of  common 
sense  and  of  ordinary  justice ;  and  so  are  the  authorities.  *  *  *  * 
We  hold  it  to  be  clear,  on  grounds  of  reason  and  authority,  that 
a  person  surrendered  by  one  sovereign  to  another,  under  a  treaty 
of  extradition,  is  to  be  tried  for  that  crime,  and  that  only,  for 
which  the  surrender  was  asked  and  obtained." 

The  article  was  prepared  with  reference  to  the  controversy  be 
tween  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  then  pending,  in 
regard  to  the  case  of  Winslow. 

Mr.  William  Beach  Lawrence,  in  an  article  published  in  the 
Albany  Law  Journal,  vol.  14,  p.  96,  writes  as  follows:  "All  the 
right  which  a  power  asking  an  extradition  can  possibly  derive 
from  the  surrender  must  be  what  is  expressed  in  the  treaty^ 
and  all  rules  of  interpretation  require  the  treaty  to  be  strictly 
construed ;  and,  consequently,  when  the  treaty  prescribes  the 
offenses  for  which  extradition  can  be  made  and  the  particular 
testimony  to  be  required,  the  sufficiency  of  which  must  be  certi- 
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fied  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  extraditing  country,  the 
State  receiving  the  fugitive  haa  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over 
him,  except  for  the  specified  crime  to  which  the  testimony  ap- 
plies.'' 

Mr.  Lawrence  supports  this  general  position  by  referring  to 
Billot,  MM.  Faustin-H^li6,  Legraverend,  Trebutien,  Bertauld, 
Le  Sellyer,  Morin,  Foelix  et  Deraangeat,  Brouchoud,  Ducrocq, 
Duverdy,  Bonafos,  Morel,  Dalloz  and  Mangin. 

Mr.  Frederick  W.  Gibbs  published  a  pamphlet  on  Extradition 
Treaties,  in  London,  in  1868,  in  which  be  says  that  political 
offenses  are  not  grounds  of  extradition,  and  then  adds :  ^^  In  close 
connection  with  the  foregoing  principle,  and  designed  undoubt- 
edly to  support  it,  follows  another,  to  which  our  attention  lias 
l>een  much  directed,  but  which  is  treated  by  foreign  writers  as 
well  established,  —  that  a  person  surrendered  is  liable  only  for 
the  offense  on  account  of  which  his  extradition  was  obtained." 
This  doctrine  he  sustained  by  citing  several  authorities. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  in  his  speech  on  the  Winslow 
case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  published  in  The  Foreign  Belations 
of  the  United  States  for  1876,  pp.  286-296,  presents  an  array  of 
European  authorities  to  show  "that  apart  altogether  from  the 
wording  of  treaties,  there  is  a  silent  and  implied  condition  in  ex- 
tradition that  the  crime  for  which  the  surrender  of  a  man  is  asked 
must  be  specified,  and  that  it  is  for  that  crime  alone  that  he  must 
be  tried." 

One  of  these  authorities  is  Foelix,  who,  in  his  treatise  on  Pri- 
vate International  Law,  devotes  an  entire  chapter  to  the  subject 
of  extradition,  and,  among  others,  lays  down  the  following 
general  rule  in  regard  to  it^ 

"  The  person  who  is  surrendered  cannot  be  prosecuted  or  con- 
demned, exceept  for  the  crime  in  respect  to  which  his  extradition 
has  been  obtained." 

A  second  authority  is  Eluit,  an  eminent  jurist  of  Holland,  who, 
in  -answer  to  the  question  whether  it  is  "  lawful  to  punish  the  fu- 
gitive for  any  other  crime  than  that  for  which  he  has  been 
surrendered,"  says : 
10 
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"The  request  for  the  surrender  of  a  criminal  is  generally 
accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  made. 
The  State  in  which  he  has  taken  refuge  ought  not  to  surrender 
him  until  those  grounds  have  been  made  clear  to  it ;  in  other 
words,  it  should  ascertain  whether  the  crime  committed  is  of  a 
character  to  justify  his  surrender.  In  truth,  the  criminal,  by  his 
flight  to  another  btate,  becomes  (although  but  for  a  time)  the 
subject  of  the  supreme  power  of  that  State,  and  immediately 
enjoys  the  protection  and  guardianship  of  that  State.  From  that 
guradianship  he  cannot  be  forcibly  taken,  except  under  special 
agreement,  the  terms  of  which,  we  presume,  certainly  do  not  ex- 
tend further  than  to  those  very  grounds  on  which  the  surrender 
was  demanded  and  granted.  *  ♦  ♦  *  The  surrendering 
State  gave  up  the  criminal  on  consideration  of  the  grounds 
stated,  not  of  any  different  grounds." 

Kluit's  idea  is  that  an  extension  of  the  jurisdiction  beyond  the 
grounds  stated  would  be  a  violation  of  the  faith  involved  in  the 
transaction. 

A  third  authority  is  Heffter,  the  German  writer,  who  says : 

"  The  individual  whose  extradition  has  been  granted  cannot  be 
prosecuted  nor  tried  for  any  crime  except  that  tor  which  the  ex- 
tradition has  been  obtained.  To  act  m  any  other  way,  and  to 
cause  him  to  be  tried  for  other  crimes  or  misdemeanors,  would  be 
to  violate  the  mutual  principle  of  asylum  and  the  silent  clause 
contained  by  implication  in  every  extradition." 

3.  The  Doctrine  of  the  French  Minister  of  Jnstiee. — 

The  circular  of  the  French  Minister  of  Justice,  issued  April  15, 
1841,  is  also  quoted.  In  this  circular  the  Minister  says:  "The 
extradition  declares  the  offense  which  leads  to  it,  and  this  offense 
alone  ought  to  be  inquired  into.  So  that  if  during  the  prosecu- 
tion for  the  crime  which  has  led  to  the  extradition  there  should 
arise  the  evidence  of  a  new  crime,  a  new  demand  of  extradition 
ought  to  be  made." 

The  case  of  Dermenon^  as  reported  in  Dalloz's  Jurisprudence, 
is  mentioned  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  Dermenon  had  been  sur- 
rendered by  the  Canton  of  Geneva  to  France  on  the  charge 
of  fraudulent  bankruptcy.  On  that  charge  he  was  acquitted,  but 
there  was  another  charge  against  him  for  which  he  had  not  been 
surrendered.  The  question  arose  whether  he  should  be  tried  on 
this  other  charge  or  sent  back  to  the  Canton  of  Geneva.  The 
answer  given  by  the  Minister  of  the  Interior  was  as  follows : 
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"  It  is  only  as  accused  of  the  crime  of  fraudulent  bankruptcy 
that  Dermenon  has  been  delivered  up  to  France  by  the  Canton  of 
Geneva,  He  is  now  purged  of  that  charge  by  the  decree  of  ac- 
quittal. Xl<3rmenon  is,  therefore,  in  the  same  position  as  if  only 
a  misdemeanor  had  been  laid  to  his  charge,  it  is  clear  that  in 
that  cajse  his  extradition  could  not  have  been  obtained.  It  follows 
that  we  cannot  take  advantage  of  his  having  been  given  up  to  the 
French  authorities  upon  a  different  ground  to  try  him  tor  acts 
which  have  not,  and  could  never  have  been,  the  grounds  of  his 
extradition.  The  Minister  of  Justice  has  consequently  directed 
the  Procureur-G6ndral  to  place  Dermenon  at  your  disposal,  and  I 
hasten,  for  my  j)art,  to  request  you  to  have  him  immediately  con- 
ducted to  the  frontier,  where  he  should  be  placed  once  more  in  the 
hands  of  the  Genevese  authorities." 

4.  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870.  —  The  English  Extra 
dition  Act  of  1870  embodies,  in  express  terms,  the  principle  set 
forth  by  these  authorities.  The  nineteenth  section  of  the  act 
provides  that  "  where  in  pursuance  of  any  arrangement  with  a 
foreign  State,  any  person  accused  or  convicted  of  any  crime, 
which  if  committed  in  England,  would  be  one  of  the  crimes 
described  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  act,  is  surrendered  by  that 
foreign  State,  such  person  shall  not,  until  he  has  been  restored 
or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to  such  foreign  State,  be 
triable  or  tried  for  any  offense  committed  prior  to  the  surrender 
in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  other  than  such  of  the 
said  crimes  as  may  be  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender 
is  grounded." 

So,  also,  the  third  section  of  the  act  provides  that  ^^  a  fugitive 
criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  to  a  foreign  State  unless  provi- 
sion is  made  by  the  law  of  that  State,  or  by  arrangement,  that  the 
fugitive  criminal  shall  not,  until  he  has  been  restored  or  had  an 
opportunity  of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  be  de- 
tained or  tried  in  that  foreign  State  for  any  offense  committed 
prior  to  his  surrender,  other  than  the  extradition  crime  proved 
by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded." 

Great  Britain,  since  the  passage  of  this  law,  has  negotiated  ex- 
tradition treaties  with  Germany,  Belgium,  Italy,  Denmark,  Aus- 
tria, Sweden  and  Norway,  and  Brazil,  in  each  of  which  the  con- 
tracting parties  expressly  stipulate  that  the  surrendered  fugitive 
shall  be  tried  only  for  the  extradition  crime,  until  ho  has  been 
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refltored  or  liad  the  opportunity  of  returning  to  the  country  from 
which  he  was  removed.  This  clearly  indicates  the  view  of  these 
respective  Governments  as  to  the  nature  and  purpose  of  the  extra- 
dition remedy.  "^ 

5.  United  States   Treaties — General  ProTisions. — The 

provisions  contained  in  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
States  may  be  arranged  into  two  classes :  the  first  class  embrac- 
ing those  which  are  general^  because  common  to  all  these  treaties; 
the  seci^nd,  those  which  are  spectal^  being  found  in  some  treaties, 
but  not  in  others.  The  provisions  belonging  to  the  first  class 
relate  to  the  crimes  for  which  extradition  may  bo  demanded,  and 
to  the  procedure  necessary  to  obtain  the  extradition,  involving 
the  formal  i.'hargo  of  some  one  or  more  of  these  crimes  and  also 
adequate  proof  of  the  same. 

Now,  it  is  true  that^  in  these  general  provisions,  it  is  nowhere 
expressly  stipulated  that  the  crime  changed  in  the  demand,  and 
which  was  the  basis  of  the  delivery,  is  the  only  one  committed 
before  the  extradition,  for  which  the  surrendered  party  may  be 
tried  under  the  custody  thus  acquired.  Is  this  principle,  though 
not  formally  stated,  so  implied  in  these  provisions  that  it  is  to  be 
taken  as  a  part  of  the  treaties,  unless  there  be  some  express  stipu- 
lation otherwise?  We  propose  to  consider  this  question,  and  for 
this  purpose  take  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  with 
Great  Britain,  the  construction  of  which  was  the  subject  of  con- 
troversy in  the  Winslow  ease,  remarking  that  as  to  the  points  to 
which  we  shall  refer,  it  is  an  example  of  every  extradition  treaty 
of  the  United  States.  That  part  of  the  article  which  will  be  the 
basis  of  this  argument  reads  as  follows : 

"  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Her  Britannic  Majesty 
shall,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or  their  Ministers,  omcers, 
or  authorities,  respectively  made;  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons 
who,  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  in* 
tent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  foif^eiTi 
or  the  utterance  of  forged  paper,  committed  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  either,  shall  seek  an  asylum  or  shall  bo  found  within  the 
territories  of  tlie  other ;  provided,  that  this  shall  only  be  done 
upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found, 
would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed." 
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Upon  tliis  language  wc  submit  the  following  comments : 

(1.)  Ddvoery  to  Justice.  —  The  stipulation  declares  that  the 
respective "©overnments  will,  "  upon  mutual  requisitions"  made 
in  the  manner  prescribed,  "  deliver  up  to  justice  "  a  specified  class 
of  persons,  indicated  by  the  crime  or  crimes  laid  to  their  charge,  by 
the  locus  delicti^  or  place  where  the  ofEense  or  offenses  were  com- 
mitted, and  by  the  place  where  they  have  sought  asylum  or  are 
found.  The  "  justice "  here  referred  to  is  manifestly  not  the 
general  justice  of  either  country,  but  justice  only  in  relation  to  the 
offenses  specified  as  extradition  crimes ;  and  hence  it  embraces 
only  so  much  of  the  penal  code  as  relates  to  these  crimes.  It  is 
limited  as  to  the  persons  to  whom,  and  the  offenses  to  which  it 
applies.  Judge  Benedict,  in  The  United  States  v.  Lawrence^  13 
Blatch.  295,  said  that  the  delivering  up  to  justice,  as  provided  for 
in  the  treaty,  is  '^  a  significant  and  comprehensive  expression, 
plainly  importing  that  the  delivery  is  for  the  purposes  of  public 
justice,  without  qualification." 

This,  with  all  due  respect  to  the  learned  judge,  is  inconsistent 
with  the  specification  of  particular  crimes  as  the  only  ones  for  which 
the  delivery  will  be  made  at  all.  Why  upon  this  theory  specify 
such  crimes }  Why  not/  according  to  the  view  advocated  by  Mr. 
Westlake,  dismiss  all  enumeration  of  offenses,  and  deliver  up  for 
any  crime,  except  that  of  treason  or  sedition  ?  Such  a  treaty 
would  be  in  harmony  with  the  doctrine  of  Judge  Benedict,  if  we 
exclude  Mr.  Westlake's  exceptions :  but  it  so  happens,  that  the 
extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  are  not  constructed  upon 
this  principle.  They  all  limit  and  qualify  the  ^'  justice  "  to  which 
they  refer,  by  specifying  the  crimes  for  which  the  delivery  may 
be  demanded,  and  with  proper  conditions  must  be  granted. 

(2.)  The  Enumeration  qf  Crimes.  —  The  stipulation  enumer- 
ates seven  specific  crimes  as  the  only  ones  in  respect  to  which 
either  party  shall  have  the  right  of  demand  or  be  subject  of  the 
obligation  of  delivery.  Other  treaties  contain  a  larger  list  of  such 
crimes;  yet  they  all  agree  in  making  a  definite  enumeration. 
Both  parties  restrict  themselves  to  a  specific  list  of  offenses  ;  and 
this,  by  tlie  clearest  implication,  excludes  the  jurisdiction  from  all 
otlier  crimes  preceding  the  extradition,  as  effectually  as  if  such 
exclusion  had  been  stated  in  express  words,  unless  there  be  some 
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provision  to  the  contrary.  The  legal  maxim,  eocpresaio  uniits 
per  sonde  vel  ret  est  exdusio  alterius^  has  here  a  pertinent  illnstra- 
tion. 

To  assume  that  extradition  may  be  demanded  for  any  one  or 
more  of  the  crimes  enumerated,  and  that  the  person  being  sur- 
rendered may  then,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  demanding  Govern- 
ment, be  tried  and  puiiished  for  any  other  crime,  is  to  render 
alike  meaningless  and  useless  the  specific  enumeration  of  crimes. 
The  assumption  is  manifestly  not  consistent  with  the  fact  of  such 
enumeration,  and  in  practical  eflEect  changes  the  treaty  itself. 
Extradition  is  a  means  of  promoting  the  administration  of  justice 
in  respect  to  a  certain  class  of  particularly  designated  crimes ;  and, 
in  omitting  all  other  classes,  the  parties  virtually  stipulate  that 
the  jurisdiction  acquired  shall  operate  only  within  the  limits  of  the 
crimes  enumerated. 

To  carry  the  jurisdiction  beyond  these  limits  is  to  make  the 
treaty  serve  an  end  for  which  it  contains  no  provision,  and  which, 
moreover,  the  contracting  Governments  disclaim  by  the  most  ob- 
vious implication.  The  enumeration  is  the  boundary  which  they 
have  chosen  to  fix  ;  and  hence,  after  jurisdiction  has  been  acquired 
within  this  boundary,  the  party  acquiring  it  cannot  exceed  the 
limitation  in  the  application  of  the  remedy,  without  violating  the 
agreement. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  stipulation  relates  simply  to  the  crimes 
for  which  one  may  be  extradited,  and  has  no  relation  to  the  crime 
for  which  being  extradited,  he  may  then  be  tried,  the  answer  is 
that  the  extradition  and  the  trial,  though  distinct  in  time 
from  each  other,  are  nevertheless  so  connected  that  the  limita- 
tions and  restrictions  that  apply  to  the  former  apply  equally  to 
the  latter.  Extradition  gives  a  custody  for  a  specified  purpose, 
and  the  treaty  right  to  demand  this  custody  clearly  involves  the 
obligation  not  to  use  it  for  any  other  purpose.  The  doctrine  of 
trial  for  any  oSense,  as  the  legitimate  sequel  of  extradition  under 
the  terms  and  specifications  of  a  treaty,  while  trifling  with  these 
terms  and  specifications,  and  rendering  them  wholly  inoperative 
except  for  gaining  possession  of  the  fugitive,  in  practical  effect, 
makes  the  two  Governments  say  to  each  other :  "  We  mutually 
agree  to  surrender  to  each  other  fugitive  criminals  for  the  follow- 
ing specified  offenses,  and  will  do  so  in  any  case  in  which  one  or 
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more  of  said  offenses,  having  been  duly  charged  by  die  one  party, 
shall  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  other,  with  the  under- 
standing,  however,  that  the  person  snrreudered  in  accordance 
with  this  agreement  may  be  tried  for  any  offense,  whether  it 
comes  within  the  terms  of  the  agreement  or  not." 

The  difficulty  with  this  understanding,  which  is  simply  the  above 
doctrine  put  into  express  words,  is  that  it  renders  the  specific  char- 
acter of  the  agreement  as  to  crimes  alike  nugatory  and  senseless. 
It  would  according  to  this  theory,  be  sufficient  merely  to  agree  to 
extradition  for  any  offense,  without  any  stipulation  as  to  partic- 
ular crimes.  The  fact  that  nations  have  not  so  agreed  shows  that 
this  is  not  their  understanding  of  the  extradition  remedy,  and  that 
it  is  their  understanding  that  the  terms  of  the  extradition  reach 
to  the  custody  which  it  secures,  and  to  the  purposes  for  which 
that  custody  may  be  used. 

Some  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  expressly 
provide  that  neither  party  shall  be  required  to  deliver  up  its  own 
citizens,  which  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  neither  will,  in  respect 
to  such  citizens,  furnish  any  facility  to  the  other,  for  bringing 
them  to  justice  for  any  offense  which  they  may  commit  against 
its  laws;  and,  hence,  if,  under  such  a  treaty,  either  party  should 
by  mistake  deliver  up  one  of  its  citizens,  it  clearly  would  not  be 
allowable  for  the  other  to  put  that  citizen  on  trial  uppn  the  pre- 
text that  the  terms  of  the  treaty  relate  only  to  the  extradition, 
and  have  no  relation  whatever  to  the  trial,  either  as  to  the  person 
or  the  offense  to  be  tried. 

Such  a  proceeding,  however,  would  be  no  greater  violation  of 
the  letter  and  intent  of  the  treaty  than  it  would  be  to  use  the 
custody  gained  by  extradition  for  the  trial  of  the  party  on  a  charge 
for  which  he  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  extradited.  The 
only  difference  between  the  two  cases  would  be,  that  in  the  one 
the  terms  which  relate  to  citizenship,  and  in  the  other  those  that 
relate  to  the  surrender  of  the  person  accused,  would  be  the  terms 
violated.    The  violation  would  be  equally  real  in  both. 

(3.)  Ths  Charge  of  Crime,. —  The  stipulation  requires  that 
the  person,  claimed  by  the  demanding  Government,  shall  be 
"  charged ''  with  having  committed  within  its  jurisdiction  some 
one  or  more  of  the  crimes  enumerated.     The  delivering  Govern- 
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ment  is  entitled  to  know  what  the  offense  is  for  which  the  sur- 
render  is  demanded.  In  no  other  way  can  it  determine  whether 
it  comes  within  the  treaty  or  not.  No  offense  oatside  of  the 
treaty  is  a  ground  for  extradition ;  and  no  offense  within  the  treaty 
is  such  a  ground  until  it  has  been  distinctly  stated  to  the  Govern- 
ment asked  to  make  the  delivery. 

This  statement  of  a  particular  offense,  as  the  ground  of  the 
right  claimed,  limits  the  demanding  Gk>vernment  to  that  offense, 
since,  if  a  delivery  be  made,  it  will  be  made  for  that  offense  and 
for  no  other.  It  is  for  the  crime  charged  that  the  delivering  Gov- 
ernment withdraws  from  the  accused  the  right  of  aeylum  afforded 
by  its  own  laws ;  and  the  receiving  Government  cannot  extend  its 
penal  jurisdiction  to  some  other  crime,  whether  within  the  extra- 
diti(»n  list  or  not,  without  going  beyond  the  terms  of  its  own 
demand  when  made,  and  beyond  those  of  the  surrender  w^hen 
granted. 

The  necessity  of  making  a  specific  charge  as  the  basis  of  the 
demand  under  the  treaty,  and  the  surrender  of  the  alleged  fugi- 
tive upon  that  basis,  and  upon  no  other,  constitute  a  just  and 
proper  limitation  of  the  jurisdiction  to  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  asked  on  the  one  hand,  and  granted  on  the  other.  To  exceed 
this  purpose  in  respect  to  any  antecedent  crime  is  both  to  exceed 
and  violate  the  treaty,  unless  there  be  a  special  provision  in  it 
which  allows  such  a  procedure.  Whether  there  are  any  such  spe- 
cial provisions  in  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  >ve 
shall  inquire  in  the  sequel  of  this  discussion. 

(4.)  The  Evidence  of  Crime.  —  The  stipulation  further  pro- 
vides that  the  '^criminality"  cliarged  in  the  demand  shall  be 
proved  by  such  evidence  "  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  tlie  place 
where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  cliarged  shall  be  found,  would 
justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  offense 
had  there  been  committed."  This  provision,  in  its  substance  found 
in  every  extradition  treaty  'of  the  United  States,  is  a  very  im- 
portant one  in  relation  to  the  point  under  consideration. 

The  "  criminality  "  referred  to  is  a  particular  criminality,  and 
the  express  words  of  the  stipulation  require  tliat  the  proof  thercxif 
shall  show  a  prima  facie  case  of  guilt,  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  country  asked  to  make  the  delivery.  The  proof  must  make  out 


UNITED  STATES  TREATIES  —  GEOTCRAL   PKOVIBIONS.  81 

snch  a  case  as  would  justify  the  apprehension  and  commitment  of 
the  accused  party  if  he  had  committed  the  offense  in  that  country. 
The  delivering  Government,  and  not  the  one  making  the  demand, 
is  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  in  regard  to  evidence  the  final  judge 
as  to  the  propriety  of  the  demand,  and  also  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  evidence  in  its  support.  It  applies  its  own  rule  of  evidence 
to  the  case,  and  withholds  or  grants  the  surrender  under  that  rule. 
This  right  is  secured  to  it  by  treaty. 

Now,  to  change  the  case  after  jurisdiction  has  been  thus  ac- 
quired, and  put  the  party  on  trial  for  a  different  crime,  wholly 
unknown  to  the  proceeding,  upon  evidence  entirely  different  in 
its  relations  and  in  what  it  proves,  and  in  respect  to  which  the 
surrendering  Government  has  never  judged  whether  it  did  or  did 
not  make  out  a  prima  facie  case,  is  manifestly  to  violate  the  rule 
in  regard  to  evidence  which  is  an  express  part  of  the  stipulation. 

Suppose  the  crime  charged  to  be  murder,  that  the  accused  was 
surrendered  upon  evidence  relating  to  that  crime,  that  being  tried 
on  this  charge  he  was  acquitted,  and  that  he  was  then  tried  and 
convicted  on  the  charge  of  forgery.  The  evidence  upon  which 
he  was  demanded  and  delivered  referred  to  murder,  and  on  this 
the  delivering  Government  pac>3ed  judgment ;  but  the  evidence 
upon  which  he  was  convicted  referred  to  forgery,  and  on  this  the 
delivering  Government  passed  no  judgment.  The  right,  how- 
ever, of  such  preliminary  judgment,  as  to  the  question  whether 
the  criminality  is  shown  by  sufficient  evidence,  is  one  of  the 
express  provisions  of  the  treaty.  Can  that  right  be  violated 
without  violating  the  treaty  ? 

Crimes  so  differ  in  the  acts  which  constitute  them  that  they 
are  not  all  provable  by  the  same  evidence.  The  felonious  killing 
of  a  human  being  is  easentially  different  from  the  crime  of 
forgery,  and  hence  the  evidence  that  may  be  sufficient  to  prove 
the  one  is  not.  at  all  relevant  as  proof  of  the  other.  If  the  crime 
charged,  and  for  which  a  delivery  is  made,  be  forgery,  then  the 
evidence,  whether  consisting  in  "  depositions,  warrants,  or  other 
papers,"  or  in  the  oral  testimony  of  witnesses,  or  in  both,  must 
show  the  necessary  facts  in  respect  to  forgery ;  and,  this  being 
done,  the  Government  asked  to  make  the  delivery  is  bound  by 
express  stipulation  to  withdraw  from  the  accused  the  rights  of 
11 
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asylum,  and  hand  him  over  to  the  custody  of  the  demanding 
Government,  for  the  purpose  specified,  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
facts,  shown  by  the  evidence.  The  surrender,  if  made,  is  made 
for  that  purpose,  and  for  no  other,  and  upon  the  CAudence  offered 
and  considered  sufficient  to  make  out  a  prima  fade  case  of 
forgery,  and  upon  no  other  evidence. 

Unless,  then,  we  adopt  the  absurd  proposition  that  the  same 
evidence  which  proved  the  forgery  is  equally  pertinent  to  prove 
a  case  of  murder,  or  some  other  crime  in  its  facts  essentially 
different  from  forgery,  the  jui'isdiction  acquired  by  the  delivery 
is,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  rule  in  respect  to  evidence,  necessarily 
limited  to  the  crime  for  which  the  dehvery  was  made.  If  not  so 
limited  by  the  receiving  Government,  then  one  of  the  funda- 
mental stipulations  of  the  treaty  is  ignored  and  treated  as*  a 
nullity. 

The  surrendering  Gt)vernment,  in  every  such  case,  would  have 
no  opportunity  to  pass  judgment  upon  the  evidence  with  reference 
to  the  question  of  its  duty  to  make  a  surrender  of  the  party  for 
the  crime  for  which  he  was  tried.  It  would,  as  to  the  purpose 
for  which  it  did  make  the  surrender,  be  cheated  by  what  would 
be  equivalent  to  an  act  of  bad  faith ;  and  whether  the  cheat  was 
deliberately  planned,  or  was  simply  an  after-thought,  would  make 
no  difference  with  the  fact  itself.  In  either  event  the  purpose 
for  which  the  delivering  Government,  under  the  stipulations  and 
obligations  of  a  treaty,  granted  the  custody,  and  whiph  was 
avowed  by  the  demanding  Government  in  making  the  requisition, 
would  not  be  the  one  for  which  the  custody  would  be  used. 

(6.)  The  Right  of  Asylum.  —  The  manifest  intention  of  these 
general  stipulations  is  to  maintain  the  right  of  asylum  and  exclude 
the  extradition  remedy  in  respect  to  all  cases  not  enumerated, 
and  not  considered  in  the  proceedings.  In  no  other  way  can  this 
end  be  gained.  If  Governments,  upon  receiving  from  each  other 
fugitives  from  justice,  may  in  their  discretion  exceed  the  limit 
thus  established  when  they  come  to  deal  with  these  fugitives, 
then  they  may  exceed  it  to  any  extent. 

The  provision  or  implication  that  there  shall  be  no  extradition 
for  political  offenses  becomes  a  nullity  if  tlie  demanding  Govern- 
ment, having  obtained  the  custody  of  the  fugitive,  chooses  to 
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treat  it  as  8ncb.  All  the  barriers  against  a  pervereion  and  abuse 
of  the  remedy  are  swept  away.  The  specification  of  extradition 
crimes,  the  charge  of  a  particular  crime  as  the  ground  of  the 
demand,  and  the  rule  of  evidence  in  regard  to  that  crime,  impose 
no  restraint  whatever  upon  the  jurisdiction  when  once  acquired. 
No  nation,  having  any  respect  for  itself,  especially  one  that, 
like  the  United  States,  recognizes  the  prima  facie  right  of  un- 
molested asylum  in  respect  to  all  persons  coming  under,  its  juris- 
diction, and  committing  no  offense  against  its  laws,  would,  with 
this  construction,  consent  to  make  an  extradition  treaty  with  any 
other  nation.  Let  this  construction  prevail,  and  that,  so  far  at 
least  as  the  United  States  are  concerned,  would  speedily  be  the 
end  of  all  such  treaties. 

(6.)  Crimes  Enumerated  hut  not  Charged.  —  The  question 
has  been  raised  whether  the  extradited  party,  though  not  triable 
for  any  offense  antedating  his  surrender,  but  not  enumerated 
in  the  treaty,  may  not  be  tried  for  any  one  of  the  offenses 
enumerated,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  brought  under  con- 
sideration in  the  extradition  proceedings.  This  question,  unless 
there  be  an  express  provision  otherwise,  must  be  answered  in 
the  negative.  The  demanding  Government,  in  order  to  procure 
extradition  at  all,  must  charge  a  particular  offense  within  the  ex- 
tradition list,  and  then  it  must  prove  that  charge  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  other  Government.  Upon  this  basis,  the  delivery,  sup- 
posing it  to  be  made,  will  bo  made,  not  for  any  offense  within  the 
treaty  enumeration,  but  only  upon  the  charge  and  proof  of  a  par- 
ticular offense  within  that  enumeration. 

All  other  offenses  in  the  list  are  simply  extraditable  upon  pro- 
per proceedings ;  but  this  only  is  the  one  for  which  the  party 
was  actually  extradited.  It  is  the  only  one  charged,  the  only  one 
considered  by  the  delivering  Government,  and  the  only  one  in  re- 
spect to  which,  in  view  of  the  evidence,  it  made  the  delivery. 
The  extradition,  as  an  actual  process,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
other  offenses  named  in  the  extradition  list,  any  more  than  if  they 
had  not  been  so  named.  It  related  exclusively  to  the  offense 
charged  and  deemed  to  be  sufficiently  proved ;  and  the  necessity  of 
charging  and  proving  that  particular  offense,  as  the  condition  of 
obtaining  the  custody  demanded  and  sought,  limits  the  right  of 
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trial  thereto,  without  any  reference  to  other  offenses  which  are 
also  extraditable  upon  being  properly  charged  and  proved.  By 
the  terms  of  both  the  treaty  and  the  process  of  the  extradition  no 
custody  was  granted  in  respect  to  these  other  offenses. 

(7.)  Crimes  after  jEatraditton,  —  The  fact,  moreover,  that  the 
extradited  party  is  not  by  these  general  stipulations  protected 
against  trial  for  any  offenses  which  he  may  commit  against  the 
receiving  Government  subsequently  to  his  extradition,  and  while 
in  its  custody,  or  after  his  discharge  therefrom,  has  no  relation  to 
the  question  whether  he  is  thus  protected  in  respect  to  offenses 
preceding  his  extradition,  other  than  the  one  which  was  the 
ground  of  liis  surrender.     The  two  cases  are  not  parallel. 

A8  to  all  crimes  committed  againat  the  demanding  Government 
prior  to  his  extradition,  the  surrendered  fugitive  had  the  right  of 
asylum  within  the  territory  of  the  Government  asked  to  make  the 
delivery ;  and  the  latter  withdrew  from  him  the  right  only  in  ref- 
erence to  the  crime  for  which  it  surrendered  him  to  the  former, 
without  any  protection  in  regard  to  offenses  which  he  might  com- 
mit  while  in  its  custody,  and  after  his  extradition.  As  to  such 
offenses,  if  committed,  he  never  had  an  asylum  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  delivering  Government. 

There  is,  hence,  a  broad  distinction,  in  their  relation  to  the  two 
Governments,  between  crimes  committed  after  and  those  com- 
mitted before  delivery.  Extradition  implies  no  immunity  in  re- 
spect to  any  of  the  former,  since  it  has  no  relation  to  them  ;  but 
in  respect  to  the  latter  it  is  delivery  for  the  specific  crime 
charged  and  proved,  and  hence,  the  custody  secured  by  it  can  be 
properly  used  only  for  the  trial  and  punishment  of  tliat  crime. 

(8.)  The  Conclusion.  —  The  conclusion  derivable  from  this 
examination  of  the  general  provisions  of  the  extradition  treaties  of 
the  United  States,  is  that  these  provisions  imply  a  limitation  of  the 
extradition  remedy,  in  its  judicial  and  penal  sequel,  to  the  specific 
crime  or  crimes  for  which  it  was  invoked,  and  in  respect  to  which 
the  delivering  Government  made  the  surrender.  "What  is  thus 
implied  is  as  obligatory  as  if  it  had  been  formally  and  positively 
stated. 
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6.  Legislative  Construction.  —  A  very  Btrong  confirmation 
is  given  to  this  view  by  the  law  enacted  by  the  British  Parliament, 
immediately  after  the  negotiation  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  it  into  effect,  and  also  by  the  law  of  Congress 
enacted  in  1848,  and  applicable  to  all  the  extradition  treaties  of 
the  United  States. 

The^  third  section  of  the  English  law  provided  for  the  surren- 
der of  the  person  charged  with  crime  within  the  limits  of  the 
treaty,  after  certain  preliminary  proceedings  had  been  taken,  "  to 
such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  authorized  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States  to  receive  the  person  so  committed,  and  to  convey 
such  person  to  the  territories  of  the  United  States,  to  he  tried/or 
the  crime  of  which  8iich  person  shall  he  so  aocusedP  This  refer- 
ence to  the  crime  for  which  the  person  was  to  be  tried  not  only 
has  its  basis  in  the  express  provisions  of  the  treaty,  but  like  the 
treaty  itself,  is  clearly  an  implied  negative  as  to  trial  for  any  other 
crime.  According  to  the  construction  claimed  by  Secretary  Fish 
in  the  Winslow  controversy,  the  words  "  or  any  oiher  crime  of 
which  such  person  may  be  accused,"  should  have  been  added. 
These  words  would  express  his  understanding  of  the  treaty  ;  yet 
the  understanding  of  the  British  Parliament,  as  shown  by  the 
wording  of  the  law,  was  that  the  trial  secured  by  the  delivery 
was  to  be  ovdy  for  the  offense  of  which  the  person  had  been  '^  so 
accused." 

The  phrase  "  so  accused  "  refers  to  the  proceedings  by  which 
the  fact  of  accusation  in  respect  to  a  particular  crime  had  been 
ascertained  :  and  it  was  for  this  offense,  and  not  for  some  other 
offense  of  which  the  party  had  not  been  "  so  accused,"  that  he 
was  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  tried. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  in  the  law  of  1848  expressed 
the  same  understanding  of  the  treaty.  (9  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large, 
302.)  The  third  section  of  that  law  provided  that,  after  the  pro- 
ceedings named  in  the  first  section  had  been  completed,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  Secretary  of  State  "  to  order  the  person  so  com- 
mitted to  be  delivered  up  to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be 
authorized,  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  such  foreign  Govern- 
ment, to  he  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  such  person  shall  he  so 
accused^  The  words  in  italics  correspond  exactly  with  those  of 
the  English  law,  and  differ  only  in  being  meant  to  apply  to  all 


86  LIMITATION  OF  THE  JURISDICTION, 

the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States.  They  go  upon -the 
supposition,  provided  for  in  all  these  treaties^  that  the  person  to 
be  delivered  up  has  been  accused  of  a  specific  crime,  and  his  sur- 
render, after  the  necessary  preliminary  proceedings,  is  directed  to 
be  made  that  he  may  be  tried  upon  that  accusation. 

Nothing  can  be  more  foreign  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage than  the  idea  that  the  person,  thus  delivered  up.  on  a 
specific  accusation  that  had  been  judicially  considered  as  to  its 
priina  facie  character,  may,  being  delivered  up,  then  be  tried  on 
another  and  wholly  different  accusation,  and  that,  too,  whether 
he  is  first  tried  for  the  offense  charged,  and  then  tried  for  another 
not  charged,  or  tried  only  for  the  latter.  Congress  did  not  con 
template,  as  among  the  legal  possibilities  of  the  case,  that  the  party 
delivered  up  could  be  tried  for  any  other  offense  than  the  one  of 
which  he  had  been  "  so  accused." 

This  particular  question  had  not  then  become  a  subject  of  con- 
troversy, any  more  than  it  is  now  a  matter  of  controversy  whether 
a  man  shall  be  tried  on  the  indictment  regularly  found  against 
him,  or  npon  some  other  charge  trumped  up  for  the  occasion ; 
and,  hence,  it  was  enough  for  Congress,  as  it  was  for  the  British 
Parliament,  to  specify  the  crime  of  which  the  party  "  shall  be  so 
accused."  No  other  crime  was  contemplated  by  the  law  and  no 
other  contemplated  by  the  treaty. 

The  addition  to  the  law  made  by  Congress  in  the  act  of  March 
3,  1869  (15  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  337),  and  reproduced  in  section 
6275  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  provides  that, 
in  respect  to  any  person  delivered  up  and  "  brought  within  the 
United  States"  for  the  purpose  of  being  "tried  for  any  crime  of 
which  ho  is  duly  accused^  the  President  shall  have  power  to  take 
all  necessary  measures  for  the  transportation  and  safe-keeping  of 
8iu;h  accused  person,  and  for  his  security  against  lawless  violence, 
until  the  final  conclusion  of  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  off^enses  speci- 
fied in  the  warrant  of  extradition^  and  until  his  final  discharge 
from  custody  or  imprisonment  for  or  on  account  of  siLch  crimes 
or  offenses^  and  for  a  reasonable  time  thereafter." 

The  words  in  italics  show  that  Congress,  when  passing  this 
law,  had  not  the  remotest  idea  of  any  other  crimes  for  which  the 
party  might  be  tried  than  those  "  specified  in  the  warrant  of  ex- 
tradition;" and  in  this  respect  the  Congress  of  1S69  had  pre- 
cisely the  view  held  by  the  Congress  of  1848. 
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?•  The  Extradition  Warrant. —  We  give,  as  follows,  a  speci- 
men of  an  extradition  warrant  made  out  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  nnder  the  authority  of  law : 

"  Now,  therefore,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  5272  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  these  presents  are  to  re- 
quire the  United  States  Marshal  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  or  any  other  public  officer  or  person  having  charge  or  cus- 
tody of  the  aforesaid  James  Bo  wen,  alias  William  Miller,  to  sur- 
render and  deliver  him  up  to  Adam  Bligh,  a  constable  of  the 
United  Counties  of  Stormont,  Dimdas  and  Glengary,  Canada, 
who  has  been  authorized,  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  Brit- 
ish Government,  by  his  Majesty's  Minister  at  this  capital  to  re- 
ceive him,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  who  may  in  like 
manner  be  authorized,  in  the  name  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  Gov- 
ernment, to  receive  the  said  James  Bowon,  alias  William.  Miller, 
to  he  tried  for  the  crivie  of  which  he  is  accused.^  ^ 

This  extitidition  warrant  was  issued  against  James  Bowen  in 
execution  of  the  treaty  and  the  law  to  carry  it  into  eflfect.  It 
names  the  man  to  be  delivered  up,  and  just  as  distinctly  points 
to  the  crime  for  which  he  is  to  be  tried.  That  crime  is  the  one 
mentioned  in  the  previous  recital,  and  which  is  here  referred 
to  as  "  the  crime  of  which  he  is  accused."  To  specify  that  crime 
and  at  the  same  time  assume  that  he  may  also  be  tried  for  any 
other  crime,  is  to  make  the  specification  utterly  meaningless,  ex- 
cept to  grant  a  jurisdiction  of  which  it  does  not  give  the  slightest 
hint.  The  assumption  changes  the  character  of  the  extradition 
warrant. 

8%  President  Tyler's  Explanation. —  President  Tyler  when 
communicatin<jf  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain  to  the  Sen- 
ate, accompanied  it  with  an  explanatory  paper  prepared  by  Dan- 
iel Webster,  in  which  the  President  thus  refers  to  the  extradition 
article  of  the  treaty  : 

"  The  article  on  the  subject  in  the  proposed  treaty  is  carefully 
confined  to  such  offenses  as  all  mankind  agree  to  regard  as  heinous 
and  destructive  of  the  security  of  life  and  property.  In  this  care- 
ful and  specific  enumeration  of  crimes  the  object  has  been  to  ex- 
clude all  political  offenses  or  criminal  charges  arising  from  wars 
or  intestine  commotions.     Treason,  misprision  of  treason,  libels, 
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desertion  from  military  service  and  other  offenses  of  similar  char- 
acter are  excluded."     (Webster's  works,  vol.  6,  p.  355.) 

How  are  these  offenses,  not  meant  to  be  included,  excluded  ? 
Certainly  not  expressly,  but  by  obvious  implication ;  and  this  im- 
plication arises  from  the  fact  that  they  are  not  placed  in  the  ex- 
tradition list.  Yet  this  exclusion  is  the  merest  farce,  if  it  be  true 
that  either  Government,  having  obtained  possession  of  the  fugitive 
on  the  charge  of  some  one  of  the  crimes  named,  may  proceed  to 
try  him  for  any  one  of  these  other  offenses  not  named,  or  for  any 
offense  other  than  the  one  charged  as  the  basis  of  the  demand  and 
specified  in  the  warrant  of  delivery. 

The  moment  the  demanding  and  receiving  Government,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  penal  jurisdiction,  passes  the  limit  fixed  by  the 
enumeration  of  extradition  offenses,  and  fixed  by  its  own  charge 
of  a  specific  offense  or  offenses  within  the  enumeration  as  the 
ground  of  the  demand,  and  fixed  by  the  surrender,  it  passes  all 
limits,  and  may  try  and  punish  for  just  what  it  pleases,  without 
any  reference  to  the  circumstances  under  which  it  acquired  the 
powxr  to  try  and  punish  at  all.  A  single  step  in  this  direction 
completely  sweeps  away  all  the  security  which  Mr.  Webster  sup- 
posed to  have  been  gained  by  a  careful  enumeration  of  the  of- 
fenses for  which  extradition  might  be  claimed. 

We  have,  then,  the  authority  of  writers  on  the  subject  of  ex- 
tradition, the  authority  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  authority  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for  the 
execution  of  these  treaties,  all  uniting  in  the  general  proposition  of 
an  implied  obligation  to  confine  extradition  to  the  specific  purpose 
for  which  it  was  sought  by  one  Government,  and  granted  by  the 
other.  This  implication  rests  not  only  upon  the  reason  of  the 
thing,  but  upon  the  treaties  themselves,  and  is  in  fact  a  part  of 
these  treaties. 

9.  Special  Provisions  in  Particular  Treaties.  —  But  it  may 

be  said  that  this  conclusion,  derived  from  the  general  provisions 
common  to  all  these  treaties,  is,  in  some  of  them,  modified  and 
either  partially  or  wholly  set  aside  by  special  provisions.  This 
raises  the  question  whether  there  are  any  such  provisions  in  any 
of  these  treaties,  and  to  what  extent,  if  at  all,  they  have  the 
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effect  attributed  to  them.     The  treaties  themselves  must  supply 
the  answer.     What  then  are  the  facts  ? 

(1.)  CUizena.  —  Twenty  of  these  treaties,  oesidos  their  general 
stipnlations  as  to  delivery  for  specified  crimes,  and  as  to  the  charge 
and  proof  of  some  one  or  more  of  these  crimes,  specially  provide 
that  neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  required  to  deliver 
up  its  own  citizens,  no  matter  whether  they  have  or  have  not  com- 
mitted any  of  the  crimes  specified.  This  provision,  however, 
has  no  relation  to  the  question  whether  a  person,  surrendered 
upon  the  charge  and  proof  of  an  extradition  crime,  can  there- 
after be  tried  for  some  other  crime  preceding  his  extradition,  and 
not  included  in  the  proceedings  which  secured  the  custody.  It 
simply  relates  to  the  question  of  citizenship,  and  not  to  the  crime 
for  which  it  is  allowable  to  try  a  surrendered  party,  and  hence 
does  not  modify  the  implication  on  this  subject  arising  from  the 
general  stipulations  of  these  treaties. 

(2.)  PoLUical  Offenses.  —  There  is  also  a  special  provision  in 
twenty  of  these  treaties  that  they  shall  have  no  application  to 
what  are  called  political  offenses ;  yet  this  has  no  relation  to  the 
question  whether  an  extradited  party  may  or  may  not  be  tried 
for  an  offense  other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  surrendered. 
It  simply  excludes  political  offenders  from  the  class  of  persons 
who  may  be  extradited  ;  and  in  this  respect  it  expressly  declares 
what  the  omission,  in  some  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  to  name  political  offenders  as  extraditable,  necessarily  im- 
plies. 

(3.)  Date  of  Crimes,  —  The  extradition  treaty  of  1843  between 
the  United  States  and  France  specially  provides,  that  it  "  shall 
not  be  applied  in  any  manner  to  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the 
second  article  committed  anterior  to  the  date  thereof."  A  similar 
provision  is  found  in  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States 
with  Austria,  the  Dominican  Republic,  Hay  ti,  Orange  Free  State, 
the  Swiss  Confederation,  and  Venezuela.  In  the  treaties  with 
Mexico,  Peru  and  Spain,  there  is  a  provision  that  they  shall  have 
DO  application  to  offenses  committed  anterior  to  the  exchange  of 
ratifications. 
12 
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The  whole  effect  of  these  provisions  is  to  exclnde  the 
crimes  specified  in  the  extradition  lists  if  committed  prior  to  the 
dates  named,  and  confine  the  operation  of  the  treaties  to  such 
crimes  only  as,  being  specified,  may  be  committed  subsequently 
to  these  dates.  This  has  notliing  to  do  with  the  question  whether 
a  party,  being  delivered  up  for  an  extradition  crime  not  excluded 
by  the  date  of  its  commission,  may,  under  the  custody  thus  ob- 
tained,  be  put  on  trial  for  a  different  offense  antedating  the  treaty. 

The  treaty  with  Ecuador  specially  provides  that  the  person  or 
persons  delivered  up,  on  the  charge  and  proof  of  one  or  more  of 
the  crimes  specified  therein,  "  shall  not  be  prosecuted  for  any 
crime  committed  previously  to  that  for  which  his  or  their  extra- 
dition may  be  asked."  This  provision  expressly  declares  a  part 
of  wliat  is  implied  in  the  general  stipulations  of  this  and  all  the 
other  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States.  These  general 
stipulations,  as  we  have  endeavored  to  show,  by  implication,  con- 
fine the  custody  granted  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  granted ; 
and  the  special  provision  in  this  treaty  expressly  asserts  so  much 
of  this  doctrine  as  relates  to  crimes  "  committed  previously  to 
that  for  which "  the  extradition  may  have  been  asked.  It  does 
not  assert  the  whole  of  the  doctrine,  but  only  a  part  of  it.  The 
contracting  parties,  for  reasons  which  they  have  not  explained, 
saw  fit  to  place  in  express  words  a  part  of  the  implication  arising 
from  the  geneial  pmvisions  of  these  treaties. 

This  is  not  uncommon  in  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  universally  admitted  that  none  of  these  treaties 
either  expressly  or  by  implication,  provide  any  extradition  for 
political  offenses.  Such  offenses  are  not  enumerated  among  ex- 
tradition crimes ;  and  yet  twenty  of  these  treaties  expressly  de- 
clare, what  is  implied  in  all  of  them,  that  there  shall  be  no  extra- 
dition for  offenses  of  a  political  character.  So  the  treaty  with 
Ecuador  expressly  declares,  what  is  implied  in  its  general  provis- 
ions, that  there  shall  be  no  trial  for  any  offense  antedating  the 
one  for  which  the  surrender  is  asked.  This  point  is  not  left  to 
implication  or  construction,  but  made  a  matter  of  express  state- 
ment. And  as  to  the  question  A^hether  there  may  be  a  trial  for 
a  crime  committed  subsequently  to  the  one  for  which  the  surren- 
der is  asked,  and  antecedently  to  the  surrender,  the  special  pro- 
vision neither  affirms  nor  denies. 
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The  extradition  treaty  of  the  United  States  with  the  King  of 
Italy  expressly  declares  that  "  the  person  or  persons  delivered  up 
for  the  offenses  enumerated  in  the  preceding  article  shall  in  no 
case  be  tried  for  any  ordinary  crime,  committed  previously  to 
that  for  which  his  or  their  surrender  is  asked."  A  similar  provis- 
ion occurs  in  the  treaties  with  Nicai-agua,  the  Ottoman  Empire, 
and  Salvador.  The  provision  is  identical  with  that  contained  in 
the  treaty  with  Ecuador,  with  the  exception  of  the  distinction  made 
by  inserting  the  word  "  ordinary,"  as  characterizing  the  crime  for 
which  there  shall  be  no  trial,  if  committed  before  the  one  for 
which  the  surrender  was  asked.  Such  a  crime  is  expressly  ex- 
cluded from  trial ;  and  it  is  by  implication  equally  excluded  in 
those  general  provisions  of  these  treaties  which  enumerate  extra- 
dition crimes,  and  relate  to  the  necessity  of  charging  and  prov- 
ing some  one  or  more  of  these  crimes,  in  order  actually  to  procure 
the  extradition  of  a  fugitive  criminal.  What  is  expressly  stated 
in  the  special  provision,  and  what  is  implied  in  the  general  pro- 
visions, are  not  contradictory,  but  so  far  concurrent.  What  the 
latter  imply  the  former  explicitly  asserts. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  implication  from  this  special  provis- 
ion is,  that  tliere  may  be  a  trial  for  any  crime  committed  before 
the  one  for  which  the  surrender  is  asked,  if  it  be  not  an  "  ordi- 
nary crime  "  in  the  sense  of  these  treaties.  Let  this,  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  be  granted  ;  and  then  the  lesult  would  be  that 
we  have  in  these  treaties  contradictory  implications. 

One  of  the  implications,  arising  from  their  general  stipulations, 
asserts  that  there  can  be  no  trial  for  any  crime,  whether  "  ordi- 
nary "  or  not  ordinary,  committed  prior  to  the  extradition,  other 
than  the  one  which  was  the  subject-matter  of  the  proceedings. 
The  other  implication  asserts  that  any  crime  which  is  not  "  or- 
dinary," being  committed  by  the  person  delivered  up,  anteced- 
ently to  the  one  for  which  his  surrender  was  asked,  may  be  thus 
tried.     This  is  a  manifest  contradiction  of  implications ;  and  if  we 
admit  both  implications  as  real,  then  the  treaties  themselves  are 
sel  f-con  tradictory. 

Should  a  case  arise,  involving  the  question,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  decide  between  the  implications,  and  determine  which 
expressess  the  real  intent  of  the  contracting  parties.     The  phrase 
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"  any  ordinary  crime  "  opens  a  wide  field  for  disputation  as  to  its 
construction. 

(4.)  Postponement  of  Surrender,  —  A  large  number  of  the 
extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  specially  provide  that, 
where  a  party  demanded  has  committed  an  offense  against  the 
Government  on  which  the  demand  is  made,  and  is  in  legal  custody 
therefor,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  after  his  acquittal 
or  the  expiration  of  his  punishment.  This  plainly  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  question  under  consideration. 

(5.)  The  Treaty  with  Spain. — The  treaty  with  Spain,  con- 
cluded January  6th,  1877,  which  was  after  the  Winslow  con- 
troversy, expressly  declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be  tried  for  any 
crime  or  offense  other  than  that  for  which  he  was  surrendered, 
unless  such  crime  be  one  of  those  enumerated  in  article  second, 
and  shall  have  been  committed  subsequent  to  the  exchange  of  the 
ratifications  hereof."  This  provision  agrees  with  the  implication, 
growing  out  of  the  general  stipulations  of  all  the  extradition 
treaties  of  the  United  States,  incladingthat  with  Spain,  in  exclud- 
ing from  trial  all  offenses  not  specified  in  the  enumeration,  and 
different  from  the  one  for  which  the  party  was  surrendered-  For 
these  offenses  there  can  be  no  trial. 

The  provision,  however,  disagrees  with  this  implication,  and  so 
far  reverses  it  in  the  operation  of  this  treaty,  in  expressly  affirm- 
ing that  if  the  offense,  though  different  from  the  one  for  which 
the  party  was  surrendered,  be  one  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in 
article  second  of  the  treaty,  and  shall  have  been  committed  sub- 
sequently to  the  exchange  of  ratifications,  then,  but  not  otherwise, 
the  extradited  party  may  be  put  on  trial  therefor. 

Both  of  the  conditions  must  be  present  in  order  to  a  trial  for 
an  offense  other  than  the  one  for  which  the  surrender  was  made ; 
and  when  they  are  present,  then  the  general  implication  as  to  trial 
is  set  aside,  and  the  express  special  provision  prevails. 

A  similar  special  provision  is  contained  in  the  treaty  of  May 
22,  1880,  with  the  Netherlands. 

(6.)  T/ie  Treaty  with  Belgium.  —  The  third  article  of  the 
treaty  of  June  13, 1882,  with  Belgium,  provides  as  follows : 
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*^  A  person  surrendered  under  this  convention  shall  not  be  tried 
or  punished  in  the  country  to  which  his  extradition  has  been 
granted,  nor  given  up  to  a  third  power  for  a  crime  or  offense  not 
provided  for  by  the  present  convention  and  committed  previously 
to  his  extradition,  until  he  shall  have  been  allowed  one  month  to 
leave  tlie  country  after  having  been  discharged  ;  and  if  he  shall 
have  been  tried  and  condemned  to  punishment  he  shall  be  allowed 
one  month  after  having  suffered  his  penalty  or  having  been  par- 
doned/' 

"  He  shall  moreover  not  be  tried  or  punished  for  any  crime 
or  offeiise  provided  for  by  this  convention  committed  previous  to 
his  extradition,  other  than  that  which  gave  rise  to  the  extradition, 
without  the  consent  of  the  Government  which  suriendcred  him, 
which  may,  if  it  think  proper,  require  the  production  of  one  of 
the  documents  mentioned  in  article  seven  of  this  convention." 

^^  The  consent  of  that  Government  shall  likewise  be  required 
for  the  extradition  of  the  accused  to  a  third  country ;  neverthe- 
less such  consent  shall  not  be  necessary  when  the  accused  shall 
have  asked  of  his  own  accord  to  be  tried  or  to  undergo  his  punish- 
ment, or  when  he  shall  not  have  left  within  the  space  of  time 
above  specified  the  territory  of  the  country,  to  which  he  has  been 
surrendered.'' 

10.  The  Conelasion. — The  result  reached  by  this  examina- 
tion of  the  general  and  special  provisions  of  the  extradition 
treaties  of  the  United  States  is,  that  the  implication  arising  from 
their  general  provisions  against  trial  for  any  offense,  committed 
prior  to  extradition,  other  than  that  for  which  the  party  was 
surrendered,  remains  good  as  a  part  of  the  treaties,  with  the 
following  qualifications  relating  to  particular  treaties : 

(1.)  That  a  party,  extradited  under  the  treaty  with  Spain,  may 
bo  tried  for  an  offense  other  than  that  for  which  he  was  surren- 
dered, provided  that  the  offense  be  one  of  the  extradition  crimes 
enumerated  in  the  treaty,  and  provided  also  that  it  was  committed 
subsequently  to  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  treaty. 
These  two  conditions  being  present,  then  the  offender  may  be 
tried  for  the  crime,  though  it  is  not  the  one  for  which  he  was  sur- 
rendered ;  and  so  far  the  implication  from  the  general  stipulations 
of  this  treaty  is  modified. 

(2.)  That  a  party,  extradited  under  the  treaty  with  Belgium 
may,  with  the  consent  of  the  Government  that  surrendered  him, 
be  tried  for  an  offense  other  than  that  which  gave  rise  to  the  ex-  • 
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tradition,  if  the  offense  be  one  of  those  provided  for  in  the  treaty 
and  was  committed  previously  to  his  extradition.  The  treaty 
makes  this  special  provision,  and  so  far  modifies  the  implication 
of  its  general  provisions. 

(3.)  That  the  party,  extradited  under  the  treaties  with  Italy, 
Nicaragua,  the  Ottoman  Empire,  and  Salvador,  respectively,  can- 
not be  tried  for  "  any  w»rfi7iary  crime  committed  previously  to 
that  for  which  his  surrender  is  asked,"  leaving  the  question  open, 
so  far  as  the  express  language  of  the  provision  is  concerned, 
whether  he  may  be  tried  for  a  crime  committed  previously  to  the 
one  for  which  his  surrender  is  asked,  provided  that  it  is  not  an 
"  ordinary  crime." 

The  general  implication  common  to  all  the  extradition  treaties 
of  the  United  States,  and  arising  from  stipulations  which  are 
also  common  to  them  all,  is  that  the  jurisdiction  gained  by  extra- 
dition, and  to  be  exercised  over  the  party  extradited,  is  not  gene- 
ral in  its  character,  and  hence  not  operative  in  respect  to  any 
crimes  that  may  have  been  committed  prior  to  the  extradition, 
and  which  were  not  the  subjects  of  the  extradition  proceedings 
on  the  part  of  either  Government,  but  special  and  limited  in  its 
scope,  and  hence  that  the  custody  of  the  accused  party  thus  gained 
must  in  its  use  be  confined  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  gained, 
unless  there  be  a  particular  stipulation  in  a  treaty  or  treaties  that, 
in  respect  to  cases  arising  under  the  same,  enlarges  the  scope  of 
this  jurisdiction,  so  that  it  may  act  upon  a  crime  or  crimes,  com- 
mitted prior  to  the  extradition,  other  than  the  one  for  wliich  the 
extradition  was  asked  on  the  one  hand  and  granted  on  the  other. 

This  general  implication,  in  the  absence  of  any  particular  stipula- 
tion modifying  it,  is  a  fundamental  part  of  every  extradition  treaty 
of  the  United  States,  and  is  binding  upon  the  contracting  parties, 
as  really  as  if  it  were  stated  in  express  words.  It  results  as  a 
necessary  inference  from  the  general  terms  of  these  treaties  when 
the  same  are  not  otherwise  qualified* 
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CHAPTER  VIL 

LBQAL  OPERATION  OF  EXTRADITION  TREATIES. 

1.  Treaties  as  Contracts*  —  **A  treaty,"  said  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  in  Foster  v.  NeiUon^  2  Pet.  253,  314,  *^  is,  in  its  nature, 
a  contract  between  two  nations,  not  a  legislative  act.  It  does  not 
generally  effect,  of  itself,  tlie  objects  to  be  accomplished,  espe- 
cially so  far  as  its  operation  is  infra-territorial,  but  is  carried  into 
execution  by  the  sovereign  power  of  the  respective  parties  to  the 
instrument." 

This  defines  a  treaty,  considered  simply  as  a  contract  between 
two  independent  Governments;  and  generally,  it  is  nothing 
more,  whatever  may  be  the  subject  matter  involved  therein. 

The  contracting  parties  are  Governments,  acting  for  the  politi- 
cal commnnitiea  they  respectively  represent;  and,  as  such,  they 
bind  themselves  to  do  or  not  to  do  the  things  specified  in  the 
treaty.  The  treaty  creates  between  them  an  obligation  of  good 
faith,  and  operates  directly  upon  them  as  the  rule  by  which,  in 
the  matters  stated,  they  have  agre^  to  regulate  their  conduct 
towaitl  each  other. 

Begarded  simply  as  a  contract  between  Governments,  a  treaty, 
in  application  to  individual  persons,  has  no  legislative  character 
whatever ;  and,  as  to  its  construction  and  execution,  it  is  the  sub- 
ject of  executive  and  diplomatic  rather  than  judicial  considera- 
tion. 

These  general  statements  hold  as  true  of  treaties  for  the  extra- 
dition of  fugitive  criminals  as  they  do  of  treaties  on  any  other 
subject.  Such  treaties  specify  the  cases  in  which,  and  the  terms 
upon  which,  the  contracting  Governments  will  deliver  to  each 
other  fugitive  criminals,  and  differ  from  other  treaties  only  in  the 
subject-matter  to  which  they  relate.  They,  consequently,  bind 
the  faith  of  these  Governments,  and  furnish  the  rule  by  which 
their  conduct,  on  this  subject,  is  to  be  governed.  The  sovereign 
authority  of  each  Government  is  pledged  to  supply  the  requisite 
machinery,  in  the  way  of  law  and  agencies  for  its  execution,  to 
carry  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  into  effect ;  and  any  failure 
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or  refusal  to  do  80,  on  the  part  of  either  Goyernmeut,  would  be 
a  violation  of  the  treaty,  and  a  just  cause  of  remonstrance  and 
complaint. 

2.  Treaties  as  Laws.  —  The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  while  not  ignoring  or  setting  aside  the  international  obli- 
gation created  hj  treaties,  or  in  any  respect  changing  them  an 
contracts,  adds  to  them  the  character  of  supreme  municipal  laws 
within  the  territory  and  among  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
The  sixth  article  of  this  Constitution  provides  as  follows : 

"  This  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which 
shall  be  made  in  pnrsnance  thereof,  and  all  treaties  made,  or 
which  shall  be  made  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land ;  and  the  judges  in  every 
State  shall  bebonnd  thereby,  any  thing  in  the  constitution  or  laws 
of  any  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

A  treaty  of  the  United  States  is  hence,  for  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  and  within  the  territory  thereof,  more  than  a  con- 
tract with  a  foreign  Government.  It  is  also  a  part  of  **  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land,"  and,  in  this  respect,  stands  on  the 
same  footing  as  an  act  of  Congress.  The  President,  when,  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  entering  into  a  contract 
with  a  foreign  Government,  at  the  same  time  enacts,  in  legal 
effect,  a  supreme  municipal  law.  This  peculiarity  of  treaties  of 
the  United  States  results  from  an  express  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

It  is  to  be  remembered,  however,  that  these  treaties  have  the 
character  and  effect  of  laws  only  in  their  internal  operation  upon 
and  among  the  people  of  the  United  States.  They  are  laws  in 
this  "  land,"  and  not  elsewhere.  The  moment  we  pass  outside 
of  this  local  sphere,  and  view  them  in  their  purely  international 
relation,  they  are  simply  contracts  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments. 

The  Constitution  authorizes  Congress  ^^  to  make  all  laws  which 
shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution  "  the 
express  powers  granted  to  Congress,  and  *'all  other  powers 
vested  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  in  any  de- 
partment or  officer  thereof."  The  treaty-power  vested  in  the 
President,  subject  in  its  exercise  to  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 


CASES   UNDEB  TBEATIES.  97 

Senate,  is  one  of  these  "other  powers;"  and  there  can  be  no 
doubt  as  to  the  anthoritj  of  Congress  to  legislate  for  the  execn- 
tion  of  all  the  treaties  which  the  President  may  see  fit  to  make. 
Indeed,  many  of  the  treaties  which  the  President  has  made  could 
not  have  been  carried  into  effect,  without  the  appropriate  legisla- 
tion on  the  part  of  Congress. 

Extradition  treaties  then,  like  treaties  on  any  other  subject, 
have  in  the  United  States  the  character  and  effect  of  supreme 
municipal  laws,  and,  as  such,  operate  among  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  They  are  not  excepted  from  the  general  prin- 
ciple of  the  Constitution  which  gives  this  character  to  all  the 
treaties  of  the  United  States.  When  the  President  makes  such 
a  treaty  he  enacts  a  law,  and  that  law,  like  any  other  law,  becomes 
a  rule  of  conduct. 

3*  Cases  under  Treaties.  —  The  third  article  of  the  Consti- 
tution declares  that  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  "shall 
extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising  under  this  Constitu- 
tion, the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  treaties  made,  or  which 
shall  be  made,  under  their  authority."  A  case,  if  arising  under 
a  treaty  of  the  United  States,  is  hence  as  proper  a  subject  for 
judicial  consideration  and  determination  as  it  would  be  if  it  had 
arisen  imder  an  act  of  Congress,  or  under  the  Constitution 
itself. 

A  case  in  law  or  equity  arises  under  such  a  treaty  whenever 
that  treaty  gives  or  secures  the  right,  privilege,  or  immunity 
claimed  by  a  party  before  a  court,  or  whenever  a  correct  decision 
in  respect  to  such  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  depends  upon 
the  construction  of  the  treaty.  This  is  the  rale  in  regard  to 
cases  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States ;  and  the  same 
rule  applies  equally  to  treaties  considered  as  laws,  {fl shorn  v. 
The  United  States  Bomky  9  Wheat.  Y38,  819  ;  Cohens  v.  Virginia^ 
6  id.  264,  379  ;  Tennessee  v.  Davis,  10  Otto,  257,  264 ;  The  Rail- 
Toad  Co.  V.  Jfississippij  12  id.  135;  Owings  v.  Norwood'* s 
JLessee,  5  Cranch,  344  ;  Henderson  v.  Tennessee,  10  How.  311 ; 
€HIJ'  V.  Oliver's  Executors,  11  id.  529 ;  and  V&rden  v.  Coleman, 
1  Black.  472.) 

The  supreme  law  of  the  land  gives  to  every  party,  when  plead- 
13 
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ing  before  a  court,  whether  State  or  Federal,  the  right  to  claim 
the  rights,  privileges,  or  immunities  secured  to  him  by  a  treaty 
of  the  United  States ;  and  no  court  can  properly  refuse  to  hear 
such  a  plea,  or  to  determine  the  question  which  it  raises.  The 
fact  that  the  treaty  is  a  contract  between  two  Governments,  and 
as  between  them  involves  an  international  obligation,  does  not  in 
the  slightest  degree  affect  its  character  as  a  law,  or  the  right 
claimed  under  it.  It  is  also  a  law  for  the  court,  as  well  as  a  con- 
tract for  the  Government;  and  while  it  binds  the  faith  of  the 
latter,  it  is  an  imperative  rule  for  the  former. 

The  special  character  of  the  right  claimed,  or  of  the  treaty 
under  which  the  claim  is  made,  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence. 
It  is  enough  that  a  right  is  claimed  under  a  treaty ;  and  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  claim  is  valid  or  not  is  judicial  in  its  nature. 
The  fact  that  the  treaty  is  one  for  extradition,  and  that  the  party 
claiming  a  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  under  it  is  alleged  to  be 
a  fugitive  criminal,  makes  no  difference  with  the  legitimacy  of 
the  claim  or  the  application  of  the  treaty  thereto.  A  case  in  law 
or  equity  arising  under  an  extradition  treaty  has  all  the  legal  prop- 
erties of  a  case  in  law  or  equity  arising  under  any  other  treaty 
of  the  United  States,  and  is  to  be  disposed  of  accordingly. 

4.  Judicial  Notice  of  Treaties.  —  The  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  whether  for  extradition  or  other  purposes,  having  the 
character  of  public  laws,  are,  like  the  acts  of  Congress,  to  be 
taken  notice  of  by  courts.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  Martin  v.  Sun- 
ter*s  Zessee,  1  Wheat.  304,  referring  to  a  treaty  of  the  United 
States,  said  that  it  ^'  was  not  necessary  to  have  been  stated,  for  it 
was  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  of  which  all  courts  must  take 
notice." 

Section  908  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  de- 
clares that  "  the  edition  of  the  laws  and  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  published  by  Little  &  Brown,  shall  be  competent  evidence 
of  the  several  public  and  private  acts  of  Congress,  and  of  the 
several  treaties  therein  contained,  in  all  the  courts  of  law  and 
equity  and  of  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  in  all  the  tribunals  and 
public  offices  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  several  States, 
without  any  further  proof  or  authentication  thereof." 
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These  treaties,  in  the  original  copies,  are  preserved  in  the 
archives  of  the  Government,  and  are  published  under  its  author- 
ity as  rules  for  courts  of  justice,  and  that,  too,  whether  they  are 
specially  reminded  of  them  or  not  in  the  pleadings.  It  is  their 
business  to  understand  and  judicially  notice  this  branch  of  the 
law.  Extradition  treaties  stand,  in  this  respect,  on  the  same  basis 
as  that  of  other  treaties,  having  the  same  attributes  as  inter- 
national contracts  and  the  same  character  as  laws  and  rules  for 
courts. 

5.  Bate  of  legal  Operation.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  treaties, 
viewed  simply  as  contracts,  unless  they  otherwise  stipulate,  take 
effect  at  and  from  the  date  of  their  signature  by  the  contracting 
parties.  Regarded,  however,  as  laws,  affecting  the  rights  of  pri- 
vate parties,  they  do  not  become  operative  until  ratified  and 
officially  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

The  first  of  these  propositions  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Davis  v.  The  Police  Jury  of  Con- 
cordia^  9  How.  280 ;  and  both  were  affirmed  by  the  same  court 
in  The  United  States  v.  Arredondoy  6  Pet.  691. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis,  in  Ha/oer  v.  TaJeer^  9  Wall.  32,  spoke  as 
follows  on  this  point : 

''It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  a  principle  of  international  law, 
that,  as  respects  the  rights  of  either  Government  under  it,  a 
treaty  is  considered  as  concluded  and  binding  from  the  date  of  its 
signature.  In  this  regard  the  exchange  of  ratifications  has  a 
retro-active  effect,  confirming  the  treaty  from  its  date.  But  a 
different  rule  prevails  when  a  treaty  operates  on  individual  rights. 
*  *  *  As  the  individual  citizen  on  whose  rights  it  operates 
has  no  means  of  knowing  any  thing  of  it  while  beiore  the  Senate, 
it  would  be  wrong  in  principle  to  hold  him  bound  by  it,  as  the 
law  of  the  land,  until  it  was  ratified  and  proclaimed.  And  to 
construe  the  law,  so  as  to  make  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  relate 
back  to  its  signing,  thereby  divesting  a  title  already  vested,  would 
be  manifestly  unjust,  and  cannot  be  sanctioned." 

This  fixes  the  date  at  which  a  treaty  of  the  United  States  be- 
comes operative  as  a  law,  unless  it  otherwise  provides.  Courts 
can  take  no  judicial  notice  of  a  treaty  until  it  has  assumed  a  pub- 
lic form ;  and  this  does  not  occur  until,  being  duly  ratified,  it  is 
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formallj  proclaimed  by  the  President.  Then  it  is  a  law  in  rela- 
tion to  rights  affected  by  it,  and  in  relation  to  courts  whose  dntj 
it  may  be  to  apply  any  of  its  provisions. 

6.  Construction  of  Treaties.  —  The  construction  and  execu- 
tion of  the  treaties  of  the  United  States,  regarded  simply  as  con- 
tracts with  foreign  Governments,  belong  to  the  political  depart- 
ment of  the  Government,  which  includes  the  President  and  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress.  It  is  their  business  to  see  to  it  that  such 
contracts  are  duly  executed  in  good  faith.  Congress  supplies  the 
requisite  legislation,  and  the  President  carries  it  into  effect. 

When,  however,  these  treaties  operate  as  laws,  and,  as  such, 
affect  the  rights  of  a  party  or  parties  before  a  court  of  justice, 
then  their  construction  is  purely  a  judicial  function.  Mr.  Justice 
Grier,  in  Wilson  v.  WaU,  6  Wall.  83,  said :  "  Congress  has  no 
constitutional  power  to  settle  the  rights  under  treaties,  except  in 
cases  purely  political.  The  construction  of  them  is  the  peculiar 
province  of  the  judiciary  when  a  case  shall  arise  between  indi- 
viduals." 

Chief  Justice  Johnson,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Ohio  in  ITie  State  v.  Vanderpool  et  aZ.,  4  Ohio 
Law  Jaumaly  187,  188,  having  referred  to  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  in  regard  to  treaties,  proceeded 
to  say: 

"  This  treaty  is,  therefore,  the  law  of  the  land,  and  the  judges 
of  every  State  are  as  much  bound  thereby  as  they  are  oy  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  Federal  and  State  Gt)vemment.  It 
is,  therefore,  the  imperative  duty  of  the  judicial  tribunals  of 
Ohio  to  take  cognizance  of  the  rignts  of  persons  arising  under  a 
treaty  to  the  same  extent  as  if  they  arose  under  a  statute  of  the 
State  itself." 

The  question  considered  and  determined  in  this  case  was 
whether  a  person,  who,  upon  the  charge  and  proof  of  a  specific 
crime,  had  been  extradited  to  the  United  States  under  the  tenth 
article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  could,  in  this 
country,  be  detained  in  custody  and  prosecuted  for  a  different 
crime  than  the  one  that  was  the  subject  of  the  extradition  proceed- 
ings.    The  answer  to  this  question,  as  the  court  held,  depended 
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upon  the  oonstraction  of  the  treaty ;  and  hence  it  constraed  the 
treaty  as  a  law.  The  question  on  this  basis  was  answered  in  the 
negative. 

7.  Treaties  Self-executing  and  those  not  Self-exeenting.  — 

Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  Jpbaier  v.  JfeiUan,  2  Pet.  253,  314,  re- 
ferred to  the  fact  that  the  ^^  Constitution  declai*es  a  treaty  to  be 
the  law  of  the  land,"  and  then  proceeded  to  say  : 

"  It  is,  consequently,  to  be  regarded  in  courts  of  justice  as  equiv- 
alent to  an  act  of  the  legislature,  whenever  it  operates  of  itself 
without  the  aid  of  any  legislative  provision.  But  when  the  terms 
of  the  stipulation  import  a  contract,  when  either  of  the  parties 
engages  to  perform  a  particular  act,  the  treaty  addresses  itself  to 
the  political,  not  the  judicial  department;  and  the  legislature 
must  execute  the  contract  before  it  can  become  a  rule  for  the 
court." 

The  same  doctrine  was  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  McLean  in  Tttr- 
tier  V.  The  American  Baptist  Missionary  Uhion^  5  McLean,  344. 

If  the  treaty,  by  its  own  terms,  be  an  executed  contract,  acting 
directly  on  the  subject-matter  and  settling  the  same,  then  it  is  a 
law  of  the  land  without  any  legislation  by  Congress  to  carry  it 
into  effect.  This  feature  makes  it  self-executing  in  the  sense  that 
it  does  not  need  legislation  to  render  it  operative  as  a  law.  It 
takes  effect  and  operates  as  a  law  from  the  date  of  its  proclama- 
tion. 

If,  however,  the  treaty  be  simply  an  executory  contract,  pledg- 
ing the  faith  of  the  United  States  to  do  certain  things  infutwro^ 
the  doing  of  which  requires  the  legislation  of  Congress,  then  it 
is  not  a  law  of  the  land  for  the  purposes  of  judicial  administration 
until  the  necessary  legislation  shall  have  been  supplied  by  Con- 
fess. In  the  one  case  the  treaty  is  self-executing,  and  in  the 
other  it  is  not  so. 

The  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  are  evidently  not 
self-executing,  at  least  in  their  general  provisions.  They  are 
executory  rather  than  executed  contracts.  They  pledge  the  faith 
of  the  Oovemment  to  do  certain  things,  in  the  presence  of  spe- 
cified conditions ;  and,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  them.  Congress, 
v^hile  not  changing  their  terms  in  any  respect,  must  legislate  for 
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their  execution,  providing  thereby  for  the  method  of  arresting  and 
delivering  up  fugitive  criminals. 

This  is  precisely  what  Congress  did  by  the  Act  of  August  12, 
1848.  (9  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  302.)  The  act  was  designed  to 
operate  as  a  general  law  for  the  execution  of  all  the  extradition 
treaties  of  the  United  States.  This  act  was  snpplemented  and 
modified  in  one  of  its  sections  by  the  Act  of  June  22d,  1860.  (12 
U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  84.)  Sections  6270^277  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States  are  a  reproduction  of  the  legislation 
contained  in  these  two  acts.  Congress  by  the  Act  of  June  19th, 
1876  (19  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  59),  and  by  the  Act  of  August  3d, 
1882  (22  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  216),  legislated  still  further  on  the 
subject.  The  result  is  a  body  of  laws  for  the  execution  of  the 
extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States. 

All  of  these  treaties,  though  not  self-executing,  having  been 
supplemented  by  the  necessary  legislation  for  their  execution,  are 
then,  in  all  their  provisions,  a  part  of  "  the  supreme  law  of  tlie 
land,"  and,  as  such,  binding  upon  courts,  whether  State  or  Federal, 
in  respect  to  the  determination  of  cases  arising  under  them. 

S.  Conflict  of  Treaties  and  Laws.  —  It  is  a  settled  doctrine 
that  the  treaties  of  the  United  States,  being  a  part  of  the  "  su- 
preme law  of  the  land,"  abrogate  and  render  null  and  void  all  pro- 
visions in  State  constitutions  or  State  laws  that  are  in  conflict 
with  them.  To  secure  this  result  was  the  main,  if  not  the  sole, 
reason  for  making  treaties  supreme  municipal  laws,  and  extend- 
ing the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  to  cases  arising  under 
treaties. 

The  great  question  considered  and  determined  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Ware  v.  HyUon^  3  Dall.  199,  was 
whether  the  treaty  of  peace  made  with  Great  Britain  in  1783, 
rendered  inoperative  the  law  of  Virginia  enacted  in  1777,  con- 
fiscating debts  due  from  citizens  of  that  State  to  British  subjects, 
and  discharging  the  former  from  all  liability  of  payment  to  the 
latter.  The  treaty  expressly  declared  that  ^^  creditors  on  either 
side  shall  meet  with  no  lawful  impediment  to  the  recovery  of 
the  full  value,  in  sterling  money,  of  all  honafide  debts  heretofore 
contracted."      (8  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  80,  82.)      The  court  held 
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that  thifi  provision  applied  to  the  debts  which  had  been  confiscated 
by  the  legislature  of  Yirginia,  and  that,  being  inconsistent  with 
that  act,  it  rendered  the  act  noil  and  void. 

This  early  decision  as  to  the  paramount  authority  of  the  treaties 
of  the  United  States,  when  in  conflict  with  State  constitutions 
and  State  laws,  has  become  the  settled  doctrine  of  American 
courts.  {OwUigs  v.  Norwood? s  Leasee^  5  Oranch,  344;  Fmrfae/s 
Devisee  v.  Hwnter^a  Leasee^  7  Oranch,  603 ;  Worcester  v.  The 
State  of  Oeorgiaj  6  Pet.  515 ;  Gordon! s  Lessee  v.  HaUiday^  1 
Wash.  291 ;  and  Fisher  v.  Harden^  1  Paine,  55.) 

The  Constitution  admits  of  no  doubt  on  this  subject.  It  is  the 
duty  of  all  State  judges  to  regard  the  treaties  of  the  United  States 
as  supreme  laws,  and  the  same  duty  is  imposed  upon  the  Federal 
judiciary.  If  the  former  fail  to  do  so  tJiere  is  a  remedy,  by  a 
proper  proceeding,  for  the  failure  in  the  powers  of  the  latter. 
Extradition  treaties  are  no  exception  to  this  general  principle. 
A  proceeding  under  a  State  law,  which  is  inconsistent  with  an 
extradition  treaty  of  the  United  States  applicable  to  the  case,  is 
for  that  reason  without  authority  of  law. 

If,  however,  a  conflict  exists  between  a  treaty  of  the  United 
States  and  a  law  enacted  by  Congress,  and  the  question  arises  in 
a  suit  pending  before  a  court,  then  either  the  treaty  or  the  law 
will  be  the  rule  for  the  court  accordingly  as  it  is  the  last  expres- 
sion of  authority  on  the  subject  to  which  both  apply.  Both  being 
an  exercise  of  sovereign  authority,  and  both  having  the  same 
rank  as  laws,  either  may  repeal  the  other  considered  as  a  law  to 
guide  and  control  the  action  of  a  court,  provided  it  be  the  last 
expression  of  this  authority.  The  question  of  time  will  deter- 
mine in  such  a  case  whether  the  treaty  will  repeal  the  law,  or  the 
]aw  will  repeal  the  treaty.  {The  United  States  v.  7%^  Schooner 
I^eggj/y  1  Cranch,  103 ;  The  Cherokee  Tobacco  CasCj  11  Wall.  616 ; 
.Ropes  et  al.  v.  CUnchy  8  Blatch.  304 ;  Taylor  et  al.  v.  Mortony 
2  Curtis,  454.) 

9.  Protection  by  Habeas  Corpus.  —  A  person,  under  the  stip- 
ulations of  a  treaty,  demanded  of  a  foreign  Government  and  by 
that  Government  surrendered  to  the  United  States,  as  a  fugitive 
criminal,  may  be  so  demanded  and  surrendered  on  a  charge  of 
crime  against  the  United  States,  or  on  a  charge  of  crime  against 
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some  oue  of  the  States  of  the  Union.  The  extradition  treaties 
■cover  both  classes  of  cases.  They  make  no  distinction  between 
offenses  against  Federal  law  and  those  against  State  law.  The 
action  of  tlie  GoTemment  in  procuring  the  surrender  of  the  fugi- 
tive criminal  is  precisely  the  same  in  both  cases. 

In  the  one  case,  however,  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
through  its  prosecuting  officer  and  its  judicial  agency,  deals  with 
the  criminal  whose  custody  has  been  thus  obtained.  The  party 
extradited  remains  in  its  hands  for  trial  and  punishment;  and 
ivith  the  case  State  authority  has  nothing  to  do. 

In  the  other  case,  the  offense  charged  being  committed  solely 
a^inst  State  laws,  the  General  Government,  having  by  extradi- 
tion obtained  the  custody  of  the  offender,  hands  him  over  to  the 
proper  State  authority  for  trial  and  punishment ;  and  the  latter, 
in  such  trial  and  punishment,  acts  independently  of  the  former. 
If  the  State  authority  should  use  the  custody  in  a  way  and  for 
purposes  inconsistent  with  the  treaty  under  which  it  was  acquired, 
and  thus  in  fact  violate  the  treaty,  the  General  Government 
would,  for  such  an  abuse  of  power,  be  responsible  to  the  foreign 
Government  that  made  the  surrender.  It  ought,  therefore,  to 
have  some  corrective  remedy  by  which  it  could  reach  such  a  case. 
That  would  be  a  very  anomalous  and  might  be  a  very  embarrass- 
ing and  possibly  a  dangerous  condition  of  things,  if,  after  the 
General  Government  has  caught  the  fugitive  by  demanding  and 
receiving  him,  and  has  transferred  him  to  State  authority,  the 
latter  were  permitted  to  treat  as  immaterial  the  treaty  stipulations 
and  the  extradition  proceedings  which  have  placed  him  in  its 
hands,  and  the  former  had  no  power  to  afford  any  remedy  against 
violations  of  the  treaty  by  State  authority. 

It  is,  for  example,  a  well  settled  doctrine  that  political  offenses 
are  not  proper  causes  for  extradition  ;  and  in  many  of  the  treaties 
of  the  United  States  it  is  provided  in  express  terms  that  these 
treaties  shall  have  no  application  to  political  offenses.  If  a  State, 
having  by  extradition  obtained  the  custody  of  a  fugitive  criminal, 
should  then  use  this  custody  for  his  trial  and  punishment  for  a 
political  offense,  this  would  be  in  violation  of  a  fundamental  doc- 
trine in  respect  to  extradition,  if  not  of  the  express  provision  of 
the  treaty  under  which  the  extradition  was  obtained. 
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So,  also,  many  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States 
provide  that  neither  Government  shall  be  required  to  deliver  to 
the  other  its  own  citizens  or  subjects.  If  a  State  having  obtained 
the  custody  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  who  as  a  matter  of  fact  was  a 
citizen  or  subject  of  the  Government  that  by  mistake  on  this 
point  made  the  delivery,  should  proceed  to  try  and  punish  that 
criminal,  then  this  would  be  contrary  to  both  the  letter  and  in- 
tent of  the  treaty,  provided  it  contained  this  qualification  in 
respect  to  citizens  or  subjects.  Or,  if  a  State  should  try  and  pun- 
ish the  party  for  an  offense,  committed  prior  to  his  extradition, 
other  than  that  for  which  the  extradition  was  granted,  then  this 
would  be  in  violation  of  the  implication  arising  from  the  general 
provisions  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States. 

These  suppositions  suggest  the  question  whether  the  General 
Government,  having  procured  the  extradition,  and  delivered 
the  accused  party  to  the  authorities  of  the  State  against  whose 
laws  he  is  charged  with  having  committed  an  offense,  has  any 
means  of  securing  to  him  the  protection  to  which  he  is  entitled 
by  the  treaty  under  which  the  extradition  was  obtained.  The 
first  section  of  the  Act  of  February  6,  1867  (14  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
Large,  385),  a  part  of  which  is  reproduced  in  section  768  of  the 
Kevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  though  not  enacted  for 
this  special  purpose,  supplies  an  answer  to  this  question. 

The  section  provides  "  that  the  several  courts  of  the  United 

States,  and  the  several  justices  and  judges  of  such  courts,  within 

their  respective  jurisdictions,  in  addition  to  the  authority  already 

conferred  by  law,  shall  have  power  to  grant  writs  of  haheaa  cor- 

pus  in  all  cases  where  any  person  may  be  restrained  of  his  or  her 

liberty  in  violation  of  the  Constitution,  or  of  any  treaty  or  law  of 

the  United  States."     This  act  authorized  an  examination  to  be 

summarily  had  by  Tiabeaa  corpus  in  any  such  case ;  and  if  on  the 

hearing,  it  appeared  that  the  restraint  of  liberty  was  in  violation 

of  the  Constitution,  or  a  treaty,  or  law  of  the  United  States,  the 

act  diluted  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged.     The  same  authority 

is  continued  in  section  753  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 

States,  which  was  in  part  borrowed  from  this  act. 

The  provision,  here  made,  clearly  covers  the  case  in  which  the 
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authority  exercised  by  a  State  over  an  extradited  party,  placed  ia 
its  custody,  is  ia  conflict  with  a  treaty  of  the  United  States.  The 
party  in  these  circumstances  would  be  entitled  to  sue  out  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  from  a  Federal  court;  and  if,  upon  an  examina- 
tion of  the  case,  it  appeared  that  the  custody  was  maintained  and 
exercised  in  violation  of  a  treaty  of  the  United  States,  then  the 
custody  would  be  unlawful,  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court 
or  jndge  to  discharge  the  prisoner. 

The  General  Government  plainly  ought  to  have  some  method 
by  which  it  can  secure  to  extradited  parties,  as  against  any  abuses 
by  State  authority,  all  the  rights  guaranteed  by  treaty,  whether 
expressly  or  by  implication.  It  is  the  duty  of  that  Government 
to  see  to  it  that  the  treaty  is  in  no  respect  violated,  either  by  its 
own  authority  or  by  State  authority.  Extradition  is  granted  in 
response  to  its  demand  ;  and  good  faith  requires  that  the  use  of 
the  custody  thereby  gained  should  be  kept  strictly  within  the 
limits  of  the  treaty  under  which  it  was  gained.  The  Federal 
writ  of  Kdheas  corpus^  as  defined  by  law,  is  an  appropriate  remedy 
to  secure  this  result. 
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CHAPTER  Vm. 


THB  OABB   OF  OALDWELL. 


1.  The  Seyen  Preceding  Chapters.  —  The  purpose  of  the 
seven  preceding  chapters  is  to  make  a  general  statement  on  the 
sabject  of  international  extradition,  as  recognized  and  practiced 
in  this  country.  The  following  are  the  points  which  have  been 
presented: 

(1.)  That  snch  extradition  is  based  upon,  regulated  by,  and  con- 
fined to,  treaties  of  the  United  States  with  foreign  Governments 
for  this  purpose,  defining  the  cases  in  which,  and  the  terms  upon 
which,  it  may  be  had. 

(2.)  That  the  individual  States  of  the  Union  have,  under  the 
Constitution,  no  power  to  surrender  fugitive  criminals  to  foreign 
Governments. 

(3.)  That  the  treaty-power,  as  vested  in  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  subject  in  its  exercise  to  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  extends  to  the  making  of  treaties  for  extradition. 

(4.)  That  the  President,  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  has  made 
a  series  of  treaties  for  extradition  with  foreign  nations,  which  ai*e 
still  in  force. 

(5.)  That  Congress  has  enacted  laws  for  carrying  these  treaties 
into  effect. 

(6.)  That  the  general  implication  of  these  treaties  confines  the 
jurisdiction  over  the  accused  person,  acquired  by  the  process  of 
extradition,  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  acquired,  and,  hence, 
that,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  provision  otherwise  declaring, 
a  party  surrendered  to  the  United  States  by  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment, under  a  treaty  for  this  purpose,  cannot  be  held  and  prose- 
cuted for  any  crime,  committed  prior  to  his  extradition,  other 
than  that  for  which  the  extradition  was  granted,  and  that  when 
the  jurisdiction  as  to  this  crime  has  gained  its  end,  in  either  his 
acquittal  or  punishment,  he  is  entitled,  if  committing  no  offense 
subsequently  r  to  his  extradition,  to  the  privilege  of  departing 
from  the  ttnited  States  without  hindrance  by  any  agency  of  law. 
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(7.)  That  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States,  while 
contracts  in  their  relation  to  foreign  Governments,  possess,  under 
the  Constitution,  in  their  operation  upon  and  among  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  the  attributes  of  supreme  municipal  laws, 
which,  in  cases  arising  under  them,  are  to  be  construed  and  ap- 
plied by  courts  of  justice. 

Such  in  brief  is  the  outline  of  the  subject-matter  contained  in 
the  previous  chapters. 

The  next  field  of  investigation  will  be  found  in  a  series  of  ex- 
tradition cases  which  have  arisen  and  been  determined  by  the 
courts  of  this  country,  especially  with  reference  to  the  question 
whether  a  party,  extradited  to  the  United  States,  can  be  tried 
and  punished  for  a  crime,  committed  prior  to  his  extradition, 
other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  demanded  on  the  one  hand^ 
and  surrendered  on  the  other.  The  first  of  these  cases,  to  be  con- 
sidered, is  that  of  The  United  States  v.  Caldwellj  8  Blatch.  131. 

2.  The  Facts  of  this  Case.  —  Eichard  B.  Caldwell,  who  was 
i|  a  resident  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  was,  in  1870,  extradited 

;{|  therefrom  on  the  charge  of  forgery,  under  the  tenth  article  of  the 

treaty  of  1842  witli  Great  Britain,  which  article  specified  forgery 
as  one  of  the  offenses  for  which  extradition  might  be  demanded 
by  either  party  to  the  treaty.  He  was  not  tried  for  this  offense 
at  all,  but  was  indicted,  tried,  convicted,  and  punished  for  bribing 
an  oflScer  of  the  United  States.  Bribery  was  not  enumerated  in 
the  treaty  as  an  extraditable  offense. 

The  fact,  then,  in  this  case,  is  that  the  party  was  extradited  for 
an  offense  for  which  he  was  not  tried,  and  was  tried  and  punished 
for  an  offense  for  which  he  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  ex- 
tradited. The  jurisdiction  over  his  person  was  not  used  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  professedly  gained,  and  was  used  for  a 
purpose  for  which  it  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  gained. 
Whether  it  was  or  was  not  the  intention,  at  the  time  of  seeking 
the  extradition,  to  ask  it  for  one  purpose  and  use  it  for  another 
and  different  purpose,  the  result  was  practically  a  fraud  upon  the 
authority  that  made  the  surrender. 

This  case,  at  the  January  term,  1871,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Second  Circuit,  came  before  Jndgo 
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Benedict  by  whom  the  court  was  held.  Caldwell,  in  pleading  to 
the  indictment  for  bribery,  called  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the 
fact  that  he  had  been  extradited  from  the  Dominion  of  Canada 
on  the  charge  of  forgery,  which  was  one  of  the  offenses  enumer- 
ated in  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  and  claimed,  under 
this  treaty,  an  exemption  from  trial  and  punishment  for  any 
offense,  committed  prior  to  his  extradition,  other  than  the  one 
charged  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  and  for  which  he  had  been 
delivered  up  by  the  Canadian  authorities.  He,  in  effect,  denied 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  try  him  on  the  charge  of  bribery, 
it  not  being  the  charge  on  which  he  was  extradited,  and  bribery 
not  being  under  the  treaty  an  extraditable  offense. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States,  through  its  District 
Attorney,  interposed  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  and,  on  this  de- 
murrer, the  case  came  before  the  court.  Judge  Benedict  sus- 
tained the  demurrer,  and  holding  the  plea  to  be  bad,  gave  the 
prisoner  liberty  to  withdraw  it,  and  enter  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 
Caldwell  was  afterward  tried,  convicted,  and  punished  for  bribing 
an  officer  of  the  United  States.    Such  are  the  facts  in  this  case. 

3.  The  Deliverance  of  Judge  Benedict.  —  The  following 

extract  contains  the  substance  of  this  deliverance  in  respect  to 

the  legal  point  set  up  by  Caldwell : 

'*  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  relief  could  not  be  granted,  for 
the  reason  that  the  person  of  the  prisoner  is  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States  by  virtue  of  any  warrant  issued  out 
of  this  or  any  court.  The  prisoner  was  brought  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  the  executive 
authority  of  a  foreign  Government,  upon  the  requisition  of  the 
Executive  Department  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States ; 
and,  while  abuse  of  extradition  proceeding  and  a  want  of  good 
faith  in  resorting  to  them  doubtless  constitutes  a  good  cause  of 
complaint  between  the  two  Governments,  such  complaints  do  not 
form  a  proper  subject  of  investigation  in  the  courts,  however 
much  these  tribunals  might  re^et  that  they  should  have  been 
permitted  to  arise.  *  *  *  But  whether  extradited  in  good 
faith  or  not,  the  prisoner,  in  point  of  fact,  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  charged  with  a  crime  therein  committed  ;  and 
I  am  at  a  loss  even  for  a  plausible  reason  for  holding  upon  such 
a  plea  as  the  present,  that  the  court  is  without  jurisdiction  to  try 
him.     *    *    ^    And  I  cannot  say  that  the  fact  that  the  defend- 
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ant  was  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of 
extradition  for  the  crime  of  forgery  affords  him  a  legal  exemption 
from  prosecution  for  other  crimes  by  him  conmiitt^." 

The  doctrine,  here  stated,  is  that  Caldwell,  having  been  brought 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  not  by  virtue  of  a 
warrant  issued  by  the  court  or  that  of  any  court,  but  by  the  sur- 
render of  a  foreign  Government  in  comphance  with  a  requisition 
made  by  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  a  treaty,  and 
being  within  that  jurisdiction  duly  charged  with  crime,  could  not, 
as  to  the  crime  for  which  it  would  be  allowable  to  put  him  on 
trial,  ask  the  court  to  consider  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  under 
which  the  extradition  was  obtained.  The  court  in  this  case  did 
not  examine  the  treaty,  or  pass  any  judgment  upon  its  provisions, 
and  did  not  consider  for  what  crime  or  crimes  Caldwell  had  been 
surrendered  by  the  Canadian  authorities  to  the  United  States. 

Moreover,  the  question  whether  the  proceedings  were  in  good 
or  bad  faith,  regarded  as  affecting  the  rights  of  the  prisoner 
under  the  treaty,  or  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  try  him  for 
any  offense  charged  against  him,  whether  it  was  or  not  the  crime 
for  which  he  had  been  demanded  on  the  one  hand,  and  surren- 
dered on  the  other,  was  treated  as  wholly  immaterial.  The  pris- 
oner, whether  extradited  in  good  or  bad  faith,  was,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  there  charged 
with  crime,  and  that  was  enough,  and  that  too  whether  the  crime 
thus  charged,  and  for  which  it  was  proposed  to  put  him  on  trial, 
was  or  was  not  the  one  for  which  he  was  extradited.  The  fact 
that  he  was  extradited  for  forgery,  and  could  not  have  been 
extradited  for  bribery,  furnished  no  objection  to  his  trial  for  the 
latter  offense.     Such  was  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case. 

4,  The  Provisions  of  the  Treaty.  —  In  order  to  determine 

whether  this  ruling  was  correct,  we  need  to  compare  it  with  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  under  which  the  extradition  was  had, 
bearing  in  mind  that  every  treaty  of  the  United  States,  that  is 
self-executing  by  its  own  terms,  or  for  whose  execution  Congress 
has  provided  by  law,  is  a  part  of  "  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,^ 
and,  as  such,  binding  upon  all  the  courts  of  this  country,  and  that 
Congress  had  provided  by  law  for  the  execution  of  the  extradi- 
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tion.  stipulation  of  1842,  with  Great  Britain,  and,  consequently, 
that  this  specific  stipulation  was  a  part  of  ^'  the  supreme  law  of 
the  land." 

The  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  with  Great  Britain, 
provides  as  follows : 


^'  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Her  Britannic  Majesty 
shall,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or  their  Ministers,  olhcers, 
or  authorities,  respectively  made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons 
who,  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with 
intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forg- 
ery, or  the  utterance  of  forged  paper,  committed  within  the  juris- 
diction of  either,  shall  seek  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found  within 
the  territories  of  the  other :  Provided^  That  this  shall  only  be 
done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be 
found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial, 
if  the  crime  or  ofiense  haa  there  been  committed." 

The  remainder  of  the  article  need  not  be  quoted,  as  it  is  not 
necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  point  under  consideration. 
Let  this  treaty  then,  in  the  following  particulars,  be  compared 
with  the  ruling  of  Judge  Benedict : 

(1.)  Enumeration  of  Crimes.  —  The  treaty  enumerates  seven 
specific  crimes,  as  the  only  ones  for  which  extradition  under  it 
can  be  had  at  all,  and  bribing  an  officer  of  the  United  States  is 
not  one  of  these  crimes. 

The  plain  implication  from  the  fact  of  such  enumeration  is  that 
the  treaty  intends  to  limit  extradition,  and  also  the  exercise  of  the 
jurisdiction  acquired  thereby,  to  the  list  of  crimes  enumerated, 
80  that  no  party  extradited  shall  be  dealt  with  for  offenses  com- 
mitted prior  to  the  extradition  and  lying  outside  of  the  list.  If 
this  be  not  so,  then  the  enumeration  is  without  any  practical  effi- 
cacy. Why  enumerate  at  all  if  the  moment  the  party  is  surren- 
dered  he  may  be  put  on  trial  for  any  offense,  whether  within  or 
without  the  list  of  crimes  specified?  The  enumeration  has  a 
reason,  and  that  reason'  extends  alike  to  the  extradition  and  to  the 
use  of  the  custody  acquired  thereby. 

And  this  is  manifestly  contrary  to  the  ruling  of  Jndge  Bene- 
dict, who  in  the  case  of  Caldwell,  held  that,  when  the  custody  of 
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the  accnsed  person  has  been  obtained  under  the  treaty,  the  court 
may  proceed  to  try  him  for  any  oflEense  properly  charged  against 
him,  whether  within  the  enumeration  of  the  treaty  or  not.  Such 
a  constniction  utterly  ignores  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  treaty, 
as  to  the  crimes  for  which  extradition  may  be  had,  and  leaves  that 
limitation  alike  without  any  reason  for  being  made  at  all,  and 
without  any  force  or  meaning  after  it  is  made.  It  turns  the 
enumeration  of  crimes,  and  the  implied  limitation  resulting  there- 
from, into  a  mere  nullity,  and  alike  dispossesses  both  of  any 
practical  significance.  It  certainly  is  not  in  harmony  with  the 
obvious  design  of  the  treaty. 

(2.)  27ie  Criminal  Charge.  —  The  treaty  describes  the  per- 
son who  is  to  be  delivered  "  up  to  justice."  One  item  in  the 
description  is  the  fact  that  he  is  "  charged "  by  the  demand- 
ing Government  with  having  committed  within  its  jurisdiction 
one  or  more  of  the  enumerated  crimes.  Another  item  is  that  he 
has  sought  asylum  or  is  found  within  the  territory  of  the  Govern- 
ment upon  which  the  demand  is  made.  There  can  be  no  extrar 
dition  for  any  crime,  without  a  specific  and  definite  charge  of 
crime  within  the  limits  of  the  treaty. 

The  Government  that  demands  the  fugitive  must  state  the 
crime  for  which  it  demands  him,  and  thereby  state  the  purpose 
which  it  wishes  to  accomplish  in  obtaining  the  custody  of  his  per- 
son. This  statement  is  the  charge  of  crime ;  and  the  purpose, 
upon  the  very  face  of  the  case,  is  to  bring  the  party  to  "justice  '* 
for  the  crime  charged,  and  for  nothing  else.  The  Government 
upon  which  the  demand  is  made  judges,  and  has  the  right  to 
judge,  of  the  question  whether  any  crime  has  been  "charged,'' 
and,  if  so,  whether  it  comes  within  the  limits  of  the  treaty.  If 
either  or  both  of  these  questions  are  answered  in  the  negative, 
then  it  refuses  to  grant  the  extradition.  If  they  are  answered  in 
the  affirmative,  then,  upon  proper  proof  of  the  crime,  it  must 
deliver  up  the  accused  party,  or  violate  the  treaty. 

The  ruling  of  Judge  Benedict,  however,  proceeds  upon  the 
theory  that,  a  specific  charge  of  crime  within  the  limits  of  the 
treaty  having  been  made,  and  the  custody  of  the  accused  party 
having  been  thus  obtained,  the  Government,  making  the  charge 
and  obtaining  the  custody,  may  then,  at  its  own  option,  abandon 
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the  charge  altogether,  and  put  the  party  on  trial  for  an  ofiense, 
not  only  not  within  the  extradition  list,  but  not  at  all  named  or 
contemplated  in  the  extradition  proceedings.  What  it  shall  do 
with  the  prisoner,  having  once  caught  him,  is  exclusively  a  matter 
of  its  own  sovereign  pleasure,  without  any  restraint  imposed  by 
the  treaty.  It  was  necessary  to  charge  a  crime  within  the  enu- 
meration for  the  purpose  of  catching  the  criminal ;  but  when  this 
is  accomplished  the  treaty  becomes  a  dead  letter  as  to  what  shall 
be  done  with  him.  He  may,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his 
extradition,  be  charged  with  a  crime  with  no  intent  to  try  him  for 
that  crime,  but  with  a  positive  intent  to  try  him  for  some  other 
crime ;  and  thus  the  delivering  Government  may  be  deceived  and 
misled  in  granting  the  surrender.  This  surely  is  not  according 
to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  treaty. 

(3.)  The  Evidence  of  the  Crime.  —  The  treaty  specially  pro- 
vides that  the  delivery  shall  be  made  onl}*  '^  upon  such  evidence 
of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the 
fugitive  or  person,  so  charged,  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his 
apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  offense  had  there 
been  committed." 

The  "  criminality,"  here  referred  to,  relates  solely  to  the  crime 
"  charged ; "  and,  in  respect  to  this  crime,  the  Government  asked 
to  make  the  delivery  determines  for  itself  whether  it  is  within  the 
limits  of  the  treaty,  and,  if  so,  whether  it  is  proved  by  the  speci- 
fied amount  of  evidence.  It  investigates  both  of  these  questions, 
and  decides  both,  before  complying  with  the  requisition.  These 
are  questions  of  fact,  not  in  respect  to  a  general  allegation  of 
**  criminality,"  but  in  respect  to  the  charge  of  a  specific  crime. 
The  Government  upon  which  the  demand  is  made  has  the  right 
to  know  beforehand  whether  the  specific  charge  is  so  proved  as 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  treaty,  and  thereby  impose  the 
obligation  of  delivery. 

And  yet  the  ruling  of  Judge  Benedict,  in  effect,  says  that  when 
the  accused  party  has  been  delivered  on  the  charge  of  a  specific 
crime,  and  upon  evidence  in  proof  of  it  deemed  sufficient  by 
the  delivering  Government,  he  may  be  tried  and  convicted  of  a 
crime,  not  only  not  within  the  extradition  list  and  not  charged  at 
all  in  the  proceedings,  but  also  one  in  respect  to  which  not  a 
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partide  of  evidence  in  proof  thereof  was  presented  to  or  consid- 
ered by  the  Government  that  made  the  delivery.  The  right  of 
that  Government,  growing  out  of  the  stipulation  of  the  treaty  in 
respect  to  evidence,  is  entirely  set  aside  by  this  theory. 

It  is  well  to  remember  that  extradition  is  not  a  pleasure  excur- 
sion from  one  country  to  another.  It  is  the  forcible  removal  of 
a  party  from  one  jurisdiction  to  another,  on  the  charge  of  a  de- 
finitely stated  crime,  and  for  the  specific  purpose  of  his  punish- 
ment for  that  crime.  Governments  will  not  consent  to  have  this 
done  within  their  jurisdiction,  without  knowing  for  what  and 
upon  what  evidence  it  is  done.  They  hence  make  treaties  to 
regulate  their  conduct  in  the  premises ;  and  one  of  the  items  of 
these  treaties  relates  to  the  evidence  upon  which  the  crime 
charged,  which  crime  it  is  proposed  to  punish,  must  be  proved. 
To  get  possession  of  a  man  by  charging  a  crime  provided  for  in 
a  treaty,  and  by  proving  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  delivering 
Government,  and  then  proceed  to  try  and  punish  him  for  a  crime 
!  not  charged  and  not  proved  at  all  when  obtaining  the  possession, 

i  is,  upon  its  face,  a  gross  violation  of  the  treaty. 

j 

(4.)  The  Right  of  Asylum,  —  The  just  and  proper  theory  of 
every  extradition  treaty  is  that  the  right  of  asylum,  as  secured  to 
a  party  in  the  country  where  he  is  domiciled  and  found,  is,  by  his 

I  arrest  and  delivery  imder   the  treaty,  impaired  and  withdrawn 

only  to  the  extent  and  for  the  purpose  specified  in  the  extradi- 
tion proceedings.  The  contracting  Governments  stipulate  before- 
liand  as  to  the  cases  and  purposes  for  which  they  will  withdraw 
this  right  of  peaceful  and  unmolested  asylum  from  any  one  found 
within  their  respective  jurisdictions ;  and  this  implies  that  they 
will  not  do  so  in  any  case  or  for  any  purpose  lying  outside  of  this 
stipulation. 

The  stipulation  limits  the  demanding  and  receiving  Govern- 
ment, in  the  use  of  the  custody  acquired  by  the  action  of  the 
delivering  Goveniment,  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  acquired. 
For  any  other  or  different  purpose  the  right  of  asylum  is  not,  by 
extradition,  withdrawn  from  the  extradited  party  at  all.  He  is, 
as  to  all  other  purposes,  if  committing  no  offense  after  his  extra- 
dition, "  to  be  deemed  still  legally  in  the  country  from  which  he 
was  extradited." 
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The  ruling  of  Judge  Benedict,  however,  proceeds  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  moment  the  demanding  Government  gets 
possession  of  the  alleged  fugitive  for  a  specific  purpose  within  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty,  his  right  of  asylum,  as  afforded  to  him 
in  the  country  where  he  was  found,  is  withdrawn  from  him  to  the 
fullest  extent  and  for  all  purposes.  The  case,  according  to  this 
ruling,  is  just  what  it  would  be  if  he  had  come  back  of  his  own 
accord  to  the  country  in  which  he  is  alleged  to  have  committed  a 
crime,  and  was  there  arrested,  without  the  interposition  and  agency 
of  a  foreign  Government,  and  without  any  treaty  under  which  he 
was  forcibly  brought  back.  This  manifestly  is  not  the  case  which 
is  made  by  extradition  imder  the  provisions  of  a  treaty. 

(5.)  The  Treaty  a  Supreme  Law,  —  The  treaty  of  1842,  with 
Great  Britain,  was,  at  the  time  Judge  Benedict  made  his  deliv- 
erance, a  part  of  '^  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  ; "  and  all  its 
provisions,  whether  express  or  implied,  furnished  an  imperative 
rule  for  his  guidance  in  settling  the  question  that  was  raised  by 
the  plea  of  Caldwell.  Caldwell  denied  the  jurisdiction  to  try 
Iiim  for  any  ofiense  other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  extra- 
dited, and  appealed  to  ^Hhe  supreme  law  of  the  land  "  in  support 
of  this  deuial.  Se  had  a  perfect  right  to  raise  the  question  of 
jurisdiction ;  and  if  the  ground  he  took  as  to  the  law  for  the 
court  furnished  by  the  treaty  was  correct,  then,  having  been 
extradited  for  forgery,  he  could  not  be  put  on  trial  for  bribing  an 
officer  of  the  United  States.  The  court,  according  to  this  suppo- 
sition, had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  him  for  the  latter  offense,  since 
jurisdiction  was  excluded  by  "  the  supreme  law  "  of  a  treaty. 

The  truth  is  that  the  indictment  for  bribery,  found  against 
Caldwell,  was  in  the  then  existing  circumstances  a  dead  letter, 
absolutely  void  and  of  no  effect  whatever ;  and  he  ought  not  to 
have  been  detained  upon  it  for  a  moment.  The  crime  charged 
in  that  indictment  was  not  the  one  for  which  he  had  been  de- 
manded, not  the  one  charged  in  the  demand,  not  the  one  which 
had  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Canadian  authorities, 
not  the  one  for  which  he  had  been  surrendered  to  the  United 
States,  and  not  one  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  treaty  with 
G-reat  Britain.     These  circumstances,  according  to  the  clear  and 
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obvions  implication  of  the  treaty,  which  was  the  Bupreme  law  for 
the  court,  exempted  him  from  trial  for  that  crime. 

The  fact  that  the  Ooveniment  of  the  United  States  was  prose- 
cuting Caldwell  for  bribery,  or  that  Great  Britain  might  justly 
complain  of  the  action,  made  no  difference  with  the  rights  of 
Caldwell  under  the  treaty,  or  with  the  duty  of  the  court  in  giving 
him  all  the  protection  secured  by  the  treaty.  The  prosecution, 
as  has  been  shown,  by  the  terms  of  that  treaty,  was  unlawful, 
because  it  could  not  be  had,  except  in  violation  of  the  treaty. 
This  made  it  unlawful.  The  treaty  was  a  law  for  the  court,  as 
well  as  a  contract  between  the  two  Governments. 

Judge  Benedict,  however,  in  disposing  of  the  case,  took  no 
notice  of  the  legal  character  and  operation  of  the  treaty.  He 
did  not  examine  it  in  this  point  of  light  at  all.  He  did  not 
inquire  whether  the  right,  as  claimed  by  Caldwell  tmder  the 
treaty,  was  real  or  not.  He  said,  in  effect,  that  the  matter  in- 
volved in  the  claim  is  not  "  a  proper  subject  of  investigation  in 
the  courts."  The  prisoner  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  tlie 
court  and  there  charged  with  a  crime,  that  was  enough  for  his 
trial  upon  that  cliarge,  no  matter  whether  the  extradition  proceed- 
ings that  brought  him  there  were  "  in  good  faith  or  not,"  and 
no  matter  what  the  treaty  said  or  implied  about  the  crime  for 
which  he  could  be  lawfully  tried.  If  any  wrong  had  been  done, 
or  was  being  attempted,  that  was  a  question  ^'  between  the  two 
Governments  "  as  parties  to  the  treaty.  The  treaty,  though  by 
the  Constitution  made  a  supreme  law  for  courts,  could  afford  the 
party  no  protection. 

(6.)  The  Condtision,  —  The  result  of  this  comparison  between 
the  ruling  of  Judge  Benedict  in  the  case  of  Caldwell  and  the 
tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  with  Great  Britain,  is  that 
they  are  in  palpable  conflict  with  each  other.  If  the  former 
stands  as  good  law,  it  must  so  stand  at  the  expense  of  the  latter. 
It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  proceeding  under  the  forms  of 
law  more  entirely  foreign  to  the  nature  and  design  of  the  extra- 
dition remedy,  or  more  inconsistent  with  the  implied  obligation 
that  results  from  the  express  stipulations  of  the  treaty  of  1842, 
with  Great  Britain,  and,  therefore,  with  the  provison  of  the  Con- 
stitution which  makes  a  treaty  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and 
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gives  to  every  party,  when  standing  before  a  court,  whatever 
rights  grow  out  of  that  treaty. 

Any  rule  of  criminal  procedure  that  can  be  followed  only  at 
the  sacrifice  of  a  treaty  is  constitutionally,  in  that  connection,  a 
bad  rule,  whatever  the  books  may  say  about  it  as  a  general  rule 
in  other  connections.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  over  a  person 
placed  at  its  bar,  and  there  charged  with  crime,  is  subject  to  what- 
ever qualification  or  limitation  the  express  or  implied  obligations 
of  a  treaty  of  the  United  States  may  impose,  and  that,  too,  be- 
cause the  treaty  has  the  character  and  authority  of  a  supreme  law 
for  that  court.  It  is  both  the  right  and  daty  of  the  court  to  hear 
a  plea  founded  on  a  treaty,  and  secure  to  the  party  making  the 
plea  whatever  rights  the  treaty  secures. 

The  question  before  the  court  is  one  of  law,  and  not  the  less 
6o  because  a  treaty  furnishes  the  law,  or  because  that  treaty  in 
its  purely  international  operation  is  a  contract  between  two 
Governments. 

A  treaty,  among  and  for  the  people  of  the  United  States,  is 
a  law ;  and  courts  both  State  and  Federal,  are  bound  so  to  regard 
and  administer  it,  in  every  case  to  which  it  applies,  and  for  the 
protection  of  every  right  which  it  secures. 
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THE  CASE  OF  LAWRENCE. 


This  case,  in  March,  1876,  came  before  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Second  Circuit,  and  was  considered  and 
determined  by  Judge  Benedict.  {The  United  States  v.  Lawrenoe^ 
13  Blatch.  295.) 

1.  Statement  of  the  Pleadings  by  the  Court  — The  follow- 
ing presents  the  substance  of  this  statement  as  made  by  Judge 
Benedict,  in  the  outset  of  his  deliverance  with  regard  to  the  case : 

Lawrence,  having  been  arrested  by  virtue  of  a  bench  warrant 
issued  by  the  court,  on  the  basis  of  an  indictment  charging  him 
with  a  series  of  forgeries  which  by  statute  were  offenses  against 
the  United  States,  interposed  a  special  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  to  try  him  for  all  the  forgeries  alleged  in  the  indictment. 
The  plea  consisted  in  setting  forth  the  fact  that  under  the  treaty 
of  1842,  with  Great  Britain,  he  had  been  extradited  from  Ireland 
and  brought  to  this  country  on  the  charge  of  a  single  and  specific 
forgery,  for  which  he  had  been  delivered  up  by  the  British 
authorities,  and  in  claiming  that  the  court  had  no  right  to  try  him 
for  any  other  offense,  committed  prior  to  his  surrender,  than  the 
one  for  which  he  had  been  so  delivered  up,  until  he  has  had  the 
opportunity  of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's  dominions. 

To  this  plea  the  United  States  tiled  a  replication,  admitting 
that  Lawrence  had  been  held  in  custody  for  the  crimes  specified 
in  the  wairant  of  extradition,  and  that  he  had  not  been  tried  for 
those  crimes,  and  claiming  "  that  by  the  laws  of  Great  Britain 
and  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  by  the  practice  of  both  par- 
ties to  the  treaty,  no  limitation  exists  as  to  the  number  and  char- 
acter of  the  offenses  for  which  a  person  extradited  may  be  tricnL'' 

To  this  replication  Lawrence  filed  a  rejoinder,  repeating  sub- 
stantially the  allegations  of  his  plea ;  and  to  this  rejc^oder  the 
Government  filed  a  general  demurrer,  and  on  this  demurrer  the 
case  came  before  the  court. 

Such  is  the  outline  of  the  case  as  presented  in  the  pleadings  and 
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fitated  by  Judge  Benedict ;  and  although  the  judge  nowhere  speci- 
ficallj  states  the  charge  on  which  Lawrence  was  arraigned,  but  con- 
fines himself  mainly  to  making  a  response  to  his  plea  and  rejoin- 
der, and  showing  the  insufficiency  thereof,  one,  unless  otherwise 
informed,  would  infer  from  both  the  plea  and  the  replication,  as 
well  as  from  the  deliverance  of  the  court,  that  the  Oovemment 
was  seeking  to  put  Lawrence  on  trial  for  all  the  crimes  charged 
against  him  in  the  indictment,  whether  they  were  included  in  the 
extradition  warrant  or  not.  Such  is  the  appearance  as  presented 
in  the  record  of  the  case.    Was  this  the  fact  1 

2.  The  Facts  in  the  Case.  —  That  the  Government  was  not 
then  seeking  to  put  Lawrence  on  trial  for  all  the  offenses  charged 
in  the  indictment,  is  shown  by  the  following  facts : 

Secretary  Fish,  in  his  letter  of  May  22,  1876,  replying  to  the 
statement  of  Lord  Derby  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  had 
been  '^  assured  of  the  intention  of  the  United  States  Government 
to  try  Lawrence  for  other  than  the  extradition  crime,  for  which 
he  was  surrendered,"  says :  "  Her  Majesty's  Government  has 
never  been  thus  assured,  and  for  the  very  good  reason  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  has  never  reached  any  such 
conclusion,  and  has  neither  expressed  nor  formed,  any  such  inten- 
tion." (Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States,  1876,  p.  243.) 
This  letter  expressly  reverses  the  impression  one  would  receive 
from  the  proceedings  before  Judge  Benedict  in  the  previous 
March. 

Mr.  George  Bliss  was  the  District  Attorney  of  the  United 
States  who  had  the  direct  charge  of  this  case ;  and  in  his  letter 
of  November  22,  1877,  written  in  response  to  a  previous  one  of 
inquiry  by  the  author  as  to  the  facts,  he  gives  a  general  history 
of  the  case  from  its  inception  to  its  final  completion.  Upon  his 
authority  we  make  the  following  statement : 

(1.)  Several  indictments  were  found  against  Lawrence,  charg- 
ing him  with  a  number  of  separate  and  distinct  forgeries,  certi- 
fied copies  of  some  of  which  accompanied  the  requisition  upon 
the  British  Government  for  his  delivery  as  a  fugitive  criminal ; 
and  afterward,  for  special  reasons,  thirteen  commissioners'  war- 
rants were  also  sent,  charging  him  with  as  many  different  forgeries. 
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(2.)  The  examinatioQ  of  the  case  in  England  before  Sir  Thomas 
Henry  resulted  in  establishing  ''in  complete  detail"  the  cbai^ 
of  forgery  made  in  one  of  these  warrants,  for  which  he  was  after- 
wards indicted. 

(3.)  Sir  Thomas  Henry  certified  the  cliarge  to  the  Home  ofBce 
of  the  British  Government,  and  on  the  basis  thereof  Lawrence 
was  delivered  up,  and  by  the  agent  of  the  United  States  brought 
to  this  country,  and,  passing  into  the  hands  of  the  marshal,  was 
committed  to  prison. 

(4.)  When  aU  the  facts  in  connection  with  the  proceedings  in 
London  became  known  to  the  United  States  Government,  ''  care 
was  taken  that  Lawrence  should  not  be  arraigned  upon  or  asked 
to  plead  to  any  charge,  except  the  indictment  for  the  forgery 
which  was  unquestionably  proved  clear  through  before  Sir  Thomas 
Henry." 

(5.)  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  was  never  arraigned  upon  any 
other  charge,  although  his  counsel  in  their  plea  and  for  their  own 
purposes  "  set  up  the  contrary." 

(6.)  Soon  after  Judge  Benedict  rendered  the  decision  reported 
in  13  Blatch.,  supra^  Lawrence  pleaded  guilty  tothe  charge  speci- 
fied in  the  warrant  of  extradition,  under  an  arrangement  which 
we  give  in  the  following  language  of  the  District  Attorney : 

'^  Lawrence,  I  feel  at  liberty  to  say,  was  allowed  to  plead 
guilty  to  the  chai^  on  which  he  was  extradited,  under  a  written 
agreement  to  render  aid  in  convicting  others  and  recovering 
money  for  the  Government,  in  consideration  of  which  a  motion 
for  sentence  was  postponed  to  enable  him  to  furnish  the  aid.  But 
the  discretion  when  he  should  move  for  sentence  was  left  wholly 
in  the  hands  of  the  District  Attorney ;  and  it  was  further  ar* 
ranged  that  he  (Lawrence)  was  not  to  expect  a  sentence  of  less 
than  two  years  additional  to  the  year  he  had  already  been  in 
prison.  *  *  *  *  What  in'fluenced  the  Government  beyond 
what  appeared  in  the  agreement  with  Lawrence  I  never  kne^r, 
though  I  could  guess  as  near  as  most  Yankees.  That  there  \ras 
something  beyond  the  mere  aid  in  convicting  others  and  recovei^ 
ing  money,  there  is  no  doubt." 

District  Attorney  Woodfoixi  in  his  letter  of  November  19, 
1877,  to  the  author,  says :  "  The  dockets  of  the  Circuit  Court 
show  that  on  May  25th,  1876,  Mr.  Lawi-ence  pleaded  guilty  and 
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gave  bail  and  was  released,  sentence  not  being  moved."  The 
court  did  not  sentence  him  because  no  motion  was  made  to  this 
effect ;  and  the  motion  was  omitted  in  consequence  of  the  arrange- 
ment above  described.  This  arrangement,  though  directly  made 
by  Mr.  Bliss,  was  really  planned  by  "  the  Cabinet  at  Washing- 
ton," two  of  whose  members  came  to  New  York  and  "  saw  Law- 
rence and  his  papers." 

These  statements  show  that  the  Government  never  did  arraign 
Lawrence  upon  any  other  than  the  extradition  charge,  and  never 
declared  any  such  intention,  though,  in  the  Winslow  correspond- 
ence, Secretary  Fish  asserted  the  right  to  do  so.  The  deliver- 
ance of  Judge  Benedict  seems  to  be  sustaining  this  right,  not  as 
an  abstract  question,  but  as  a  right  that  was  then  sought  to  be 
exercised.  He  set  aside  "  the  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  and  all  sub- 
sequent pleadings "  in  the  case,  and  gave  "  liberty  to  the  de- 
fendant to  plead  anew  to  the  charges  in  the  indictment  con- 
tained." 

Unless  otherwise  informed,  one  would  suppose  that  at  least 
some  of  these  "  charges  "  passed  beyond  the  circle  of  the  extra- 
dition warrant.  If  they  did  not,  then  there  was  really  no  issue 
between  the  prosecution  and  the  defendant,  except  the  tnitli  of 
tho  extradition  charge,  and  no  pertinency  in  the  plea  of  Lawrence 
to  the  indictment  on  which  he  was  arraigned. 

8.  The  Deliverance  of  Judge  Benedict.  —  Judge  Benedict, 
in  his  deliverance,  considers  the  several  points  set  up  by  Lawrence 
in  his  plea  and  rejoinder,  one  of  which,  as  stated  by  the  judge, 
was  "  that  all  extradition  proceedings,  by  their  nature,  secure  to 
the  person  immunity  from  prosecution  for  offenses  other  than  the 
one  upon  which  his  surrender  was  made."  It  is  in  relation  to 
this  question  only  that  it  is  proposed  to  examine  this  deliverance. 

(1.)  Denial  of  such  Immunity.  —  Having  adverted  to  the 
fact  that  the  same  question  was  considered  and  settled  in  The 
United  States  v.  Caldwell,  eupra^  and  also  referred  to  the  de- 
cision in  Adriance  v.  Lagrave,  59  N.  Y.  110,  the  judge  pro- 
ceeded to  say :  "  This  ground  of  defense  is,  therefore,  dismissed, 
with  the  remark  that  an  offender  against  the  justice  of  lils 
country  can  acquire  no  rights  by  defrauding  that  justice.     Bo- 
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tween  him  and  the  jastice  he  haa  offended  no  rights  accrue  to  the 
offender  by  flight.  He  remains  at  ail  times,  and  everywhere, 
liable  to  be  called  to  answer  to  the  law  for  his  violations  thereof, 
provided  he  comes  within  the  reach  of  its  arm." 

There  certainly  is  no  objection  to  these  general  propositions, 
provided  the  phrase,  ^'  he  comes  within  the  reach  of  its  arm,"  be 
understood  to  mean  an  ordinary  coming  within  the  reach  of 
offended  justice,  or  an  ordinary  arrest,  and  provided  still  further 
tliat  a  prosecution  for  the  offense  is  not  excluded  by  limitation 
of  time.  The  law,  as  a  general  principle,  operates  upon  criminals 
whenever  and  wherever  it  can  And  them,  and  bring  its  processes 
of  trial  and  punishment  to  bear  against  them. 

But  if  this  coming  ^^  within  the  reach  of  its  arm  "  means  that  a 
person  accused  of  crime  is  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  through 
the  interposition  of  another  Government  that  has  consented,  upon 
specified  terms  and  proceedings,  to  arrest  him  in  its  own  terri- 
tory, to  withdraw  from  him  the  right  of  asylum  in  that  territory, 
and  to  deliver  him  up  for  a  distinctly  expressed  purpose,  as  was 
'  the  fact  in  the  case  of  Lawrence,  and  is  the  fact  in  every  case  of 

extradition,  then  the  question  is  most  materially  changed.  The 
rights  of  another  Government,  and  the  obligations  due  to  tliat 
Government  are  involved  in  the  very  nature  of  the  transaction. 
The  accused  party  is  in  custody  because  that  Government  has 
cliosen  to  give  the  custody,  not  for  an  offense  committed  against 
its  own  laws,  but  against  those  of  another  country ;  and  whatever 
rights  are  secured  to  him,  as  incidental  to  the  terms  of  the  extra- 
ditiotl,  whether  express  or  implied,  must  bo  respected,  or  the 
terms  themselves  will  be  violated. 

The  real  point  to  be  settled  was  not  whether  Lawrence  himself 
'  had  secured  any  immunity  by  flight,  but  whether  the  treaty  gave 
him  the  immunity  he  claimed,  and  if  so,  whether  the  court  could 
proceed  to  his  trial  on  any  but  the  extraditiou  charge,  without 
violating  the  treaty  and  disregarding  ^'the  supreme  law  of  the 
land." 

The  general  propositions  of  Judge  Benedict,  however  true  and 
just  in  ordinary  cases,  must,  therefore,  be  taken  with  those  modi- 
fications and  limitations  which  are  imposed  by  an   extradition 
treaty.     This  is  especially  the  case  when  the  fundamental  law,  as 
*    is  the  fact  in  this  country,  makes  the  treaty  a  part  of  the  supreme 
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municipal  law,  and  hence  an  imperative  rule  to  guide  the  action 
of  courts.  The  propositions  in  application  to  an  extradited  per- 
son are  subject  to  this  qualification.  Unless  so  qualified,  they 
are  not  true. 

(2.)  Delivery  up  to  Justice.  —  The  judge  further  said  that 
'*  the  language  of  the  treaty  is  calculated  to  i*epel  the  idea  "  set  up 
by  the  defendant,  "  for  it  declares  that  the  offender  shall  be  deliv- 
ered up  to  justice  —  a  significant  and  comprehensive  expression, 
plainly  importing  that  the  delivery  is  for  the  purposes  of  public 
justice,  without  qualification."  Whether  this  is  a  correct  con- 
struction of  the  treaty  or  not  depends  entirely  upon  the  connec- 
tions in  which  the  phrase  "delivered  up  to  justice"  is  used ;  and 
to  these  the  judge  made  no  reference. 

It  so  happens  that  the  treaty  specifies  seven  crimes  as  the  only 
ones  for  which  there  shall  be  anj'  delivery  ;  that  it  requires  in  each 
case  a  distinct  charge  of  a  definite  crime  or  crimes  within  the  list ; 
that  this  crime,  or  these  crimes,  must  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Government  asked  to  make  the  delivery  ;  and  that  by  these 
terms,  which  are  express  parts  of  the  treaty,  the  "  justice "  re- 
ferred to  in  it  is  and  must  be  that,  and  that  only,  which  lies  with- 
in the  circle  of  the  terms.  The  connections  conclusively  show 
that  the  delivery  is  not  for  "  the  purposes  of  public  justice,  with- 
out qualification."  It  is  just  the  reverse.  It  is  for  a  specified 
purpose,  clearly  stated  and  carefully  guarded  in  the  treaty ;  and 
this  is  a  "  qualification." 

To  detach  the  phrase  from  its  connections,  and  then  impose  a 
meaning  upon  it  ad  libitum^  is  not  interpreting  the  treaty  at  all. 
There  can  be  no  delivering  up  to  justice  under  tiiis  treaty  for 
more  than  some  one  or  more  of  seven  particularly  enumerated 
crimes,  or  for  any  one  or  more  of  these  crimes,  without  a  formal 
charge  designating  the  crime  or  crimes  for  which  the  delivery  is 
asked,  or  even  then  unless  the  crime  or  crimes  charged  shall  be 
proved  by  suflScient  evidencje. 

If  this  does  not  mean  that  the  "  justice "  referred  to  shall  be 
limited  and  qualified  by  these  terms,  then  what  does  it  mean  ? 
The  conditions  associated  with  the  delivery,  and  forming  a  vital 
part  of  the  transaction,  show  that  what  was  so  plain  to  the  judge 
is  just  the  opposite  of  what  he  states  it  to  be.     It  is  not  possible, 
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with  his  understanding  of  the  treaty,  to  invent  a  respeetable 
reason  for  its  provisions  in  respect  to  the  crimes  for  which  extra- 
dition may  be  had,  and  for  the  proceedings  necessary  to  secure  it^ 
Why  is  extradition  surrounded  with  these  provisions  if  they  are 
'     not  meant  to  be  limitations  upon  it  and  its  purposes  ? 

(3.)  The  Act  of  Congress  of  1848.  —  Reference  was  made  by 
the  judge  to  the  Act  of  Congress  passed  in  1848,  by  which  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to  order  the  offender  "  to  be  de- 
livered to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  authorized,  in  the 
name  and  on  behalf  of  such  foreign  Government,  to  he  tried  for 
the  crime  of  which  such  person  shaU  he  so  accused^  and  such  per- 
son shall  be  delivered  up  accordingly.'*  The  words  in  italics  are 
precisely  the  words  used  in  the  British  act,  passed  soon  after  the 
negotiation  of  the  treaty. 

Judge  Benedict,  in  his  conmient  upon  these  words,  said :  *^  The 
provision  of  the  Act  of  1848  is  within  the  brpad  provision  of  that 
treaty,  but  it  does  not  restrict  the  operation  of  that  provision  ; 
and  it  may  be  safely  assumed  that,  if  the  intention  to  limit  the 
'  effect  of,  or  give  a  construction  to,  that  or  any  other  treaty  bad 

been  entertained  —  assuming  such  a  function  to  belong  to  a 
statute  of  this  character  —  that  intention  would  have  been  plainly 
expressed."    Let  us  look  at  this  language. 

By  "  the  broad  provision  of  that  treaty  "  the  judge  evidently 
meant  a  provision  for  the  delivery  of  the  accused  person  ^'  for  the 
purposes  of  public  justice,  without  qualification."  The  assump- 
tion made  is,  that  the  treaty  provision  is  so  ^^ broad"  that  it  con- 
tains no  ^^  qualification,"  express  or  implied,  as  to  the  crime  for 
which  the  extradited  party  may  be  tried  ;  and  the  assertion  is  that 
the  act  of  1848  is  "  within  "  that  provision. 

This  is  a  construction  of  the  treaty  which,  as  we  have  just 
shown,  is  in  conflict  with  its  express  terms.  The  treaty  contains 
no  such  "  broad  provision."  The  legislative  acts  of  the  two  Gov- 
ernments for  its  execution  are  not  ^^  wOhin  the  broad  provision  of 
that  treaty,"  but  siuiply  parallel  with  it,  neither  restricrting  nor 
enlarging  its  operation.  What  they  propose  is  that  the  person 
who,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  should  be  delivered 
up,  shxiU  be  so  delivered.  For  what  purpose  ?  The  answer  of 
both  acts  is  that  he  may  be  *'  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  such 
person  sliall  be  so  accused^ 
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The  phrase  "  so  accused  "  refers  to  the  proceedings  which  have 
been  taken  in  the  case,  and  which  have  resulted  in  making  and 
establishing  the  specific  accusation  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  treaty.  While  there  is  no  attempt  in  either  act  to  change  the 
treaty  in  any  way,  there  lies  upon  the  very  face  and  in  the  lan- 
guage of  botli  acts  the  distinct  implication,  which  equally  lies  in 
the  express  terms  of  the  treaty,  that  the  person  delivered  up  is  to 
be  tried  OTdy  for  an  ofiEense  that  is  within  the  limits  of  the 
extradition  list,  and  proved  by  the  proper  evidence,  and  of  which 
he  has  been  "  so  accused."  Both  acts  point  directly  to  this  offense, 
and  to  no  other ;  and  this  is  just  as  true  of  the  treaty. 

Now,  to  infer,  as  J  udge  Benedict  does,  that  the  party  having 
been  delivered  up  for  the  crime  of  which  he  has  been  "  so  ac- 
cused," may  be  tried  for  other  offenses,  because  there  is  no  ex- 
press declaration  that  he  shall  not  be  so  tried,  is  not  only  to  draw 
a  conclusion  where  there  are  no  premises,  but  to  run  counter  to 
the  plain  and  natural  implication  of  the  language.  If  a  princi- 
pal should  direct  his  ageut  to  invest  a  thousand  dollars  in  a  given 
stock,  and  the  latter  should  make  the  investment  in  some  other 
stock,  it  would  be  a  rather  sorry  answer  for  the  faithless  agent 
to  say  that  he  was  not  expressly  directed  not  to  make  the  invest 
inent  he  did  make ;  and  yet  his  logic  and  that  of  Judge  Benedict, 
in  this  case,  would  not  materially  differ. 

(4.)  Jlie  Act  of  Congress  of  1869. —  The  judge  also  referred  to 
the  act  passed  by  Congress  in  1869,  and,  remarking  that  the  pro- 
tection of  extradited  persons  provided  for  in  this  act  is  "  expressly 
limited  to  cases  of  lawless  violence,"  proceeded  to  say : 

''  It  is  true  that  it  [the  act]  assumes,  as  well  it  may,  that  the 
offender  will  be  tried  for  the  offense  upon  which  nis  surren- 
der is  asked,  but  there  are  no  words  indicating  that  he  is  to  be 
protected  from  trial  for  all  other  offenses.  The  absence  of  any  . 
provision  indicating  an  intention  to  protect  from  prosecution  for 
other  offenses,  in  a  statute  having  no  other  object  than  the  pro- 
tection of  extradited  offenders,  is  sufficient  to  deprive  or  all 
force  the  suggestion  that  the  act  of  1869,  as  a  legislative  act, 
gives  to  the  treaty  of  1842  the  construction  contended  for  by  the 
accused." 

The  precise  language  of  the  act  of  1869,  as  re-produced  in  section 
5275  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  is  as  follows : 
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"  Whenever  any  person  is  delivered  by  any  foreign  Govern- 
ment to  an  agent  of  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
brought  within  tlie  United  States  and  tried  for  any  crime  of 
which  he  is  duly  nccused^  the  President  shall  have  power  to  take 
all  necessary  measures  for  the  transportation  and  safe  keeping  of 
such  accused  person,  and  for  his  security  against  lawless  violence, 
until  the  final  conclusion  of  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  qffemes 
specified  in  the  warrant  of  extradition^  and  until  his  final  dis- 
ciiarge  from  custody  or  imprisonment  for  or  on  account  of  SMch 
crimes  or  ofienses,  and  for  a  reasonable  time  thereafter." 

• 

It  is  true  that  the  object  of  this  act  was  to  enable  the  Presi 
dent  to  take  charge  of  an  extradited  person,  keep  him  safely  and 
protect  him  against  lawless  violence  in  this  country ;  and  yet 
while  all  this  is  true,  Congress,  in  the  language  used,  suggests,  by 
the  clearest  itnplication,  the  very  doctrine  which  Lawrence  set  up 
in  his  plea,  and  which  Judge  Benedict  rejected.  Let  us  look  at 
the  language. 

The  party,  to  be  transported  and  protected  against  lawless  vio- 
jl  lence,  is  one  who  has  been  delivered  up  to  the  agent  of  tlie 

United  States  by  a  foreign  Government,  and  is  described  as 
"  being  duly  accused,"  and  as  "  such  accused  person.'*  This 
plainly  refers  to  the  accusation  oi  charge  of  crime  made  against 
him  when  the  United  States  asked  for  his  surrender,  in  order 
that  he  might  be  put  on  trial  in  this  country  for  that  crime. 
This,  and  this  only,  is  the  crime  of  which  Congress  was  thinking 
when  it  enacted  the  law. 

The  act  still  further  speaks  of  the  trial  of  the  extradited  party 
as  being  "  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  offenses  specified  in  the  war- 
rant of  extradition!^  —  that  is  to  say,  the  crimes  or  offenses  which 
the  foreign  Government  found  so  proved  as  to  caU  for  his  extra- 
dition, which  it  distinctly  named  in  ordering  his  delivery  to  the 
agent  of  the  United  States,  and  for  the  trial  of  which  the  order 
was  made.  Kothing  can  be  plainer  than  that  Congress,  when  en- 
acting this  law,  had  no  idea  that  the  party  delivered  up  to  the 
United  States  would  or  could  be  tried  for  any  other  crimes 
than  those  "  specified  in  the  Warrant  of  extradition."  This  is 
the  only  trial  referred  to  in  the  statute  :  it  is  the  only  trial  of  which 
Congress  thought  as  following  the  extradition  ;  and  nothing  can 
be  more  foreign  to  the  clear  implication  of  the  language  than  the 
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idea  that  the  case  admits  of  any  other  trial.  The  understanding 
of  Congress  is  distinctly  indicated  by  the  words  used  and  not  the 
less  significantly  because  it  incidentally  appears. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  that 
when  they  afiirmatively  specify  they  exclude  every  thing  not  spec- 
ified. As  to  things  not  specified,  ^^  the  negative  is  implied  as  dis- 
tinctly as  if  it  were  expressly  declared."  This  rule  excludes  any 
trial  for  crimes  and  offenses  other  than  those  ^^  specified  in  the 
warrrant  of  extradition."  The  supposition  that  the  extradited 
party  may  be  tried  for  any  other  offenses,  within  or  without  the 
list  of  extradition  crimes,  not  the  subject  of  the  extradition  pro- 
ceedings, and  notspeciiied  in  the  warrant  of  extradition,  is  utterly 
inconsistent  with  the  language  used  by  Congress.  Thus  to  con- 
strue the  language  is  to  misconstrue  it. 

(5.)  ITie  Action  of  the  two  Oovernmenta. —  The  judge  further 
said  that  it  has  not  been  '^  made  to  appear  that  any  such  construc- 
tion of  the  treaty  of  1842,"  as  excludes  trial  for  other  offenses  than 
those  specified  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  ''  has  been  adopted 
by  the  Executive  Department  of  either  Grovernment."  We  do  not 
know  precisely  what  did  or  did  not  appear  ;  yet  there  are  some 
facts  in  relation  to  the  matter  that  might  have  appeared. 

It  is  a  fact  that  Lord  Derby,  in  his  letter  of  February  29,  1876, 
to  General  Schenck,  then  our  Minister  to  Great  Britain,  written 
prior  to  the  deliverance  of  Judge  Benedict,  adverted  to  the  case 
of  Lawrence  and  to  the  impression  of  the  British  Government 
that  the  United  States  Government  meant  to  try  him  for  other 
tlian  the  extradition  offense,  and  said  that  tliis  would  be  contrary 
to  the  implied  understanding  "  which  Her  Majesty's  Government 
liad  previously  supposed  to  be  practically  in  force,"  and  for  this 
reason  required  some  assurance  in  regard  to  Winslow  —  whose 
c^se  had  then  just  arisen.     This  fact  exibted  when  Judge  Benedict 
said  that  it  had  not  been  made  to  appear  that  the  Executive  De- 
partment of  either  Government  had  adopted  such  a  constniction 
of  the  treaty  of  1842  as  would  preclude  a  trial  for  other  than  the 
extradition  charge.     (Foreign   Relations  of  the  United  States, 
1876,  p.  207.) 

It  is  further  a  fact  tliat  the  British  Parliament,  in  1870,  had  en- 
acted a  law  to  which  the  judge  refere,  and  which  provides  expressly 
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that  British  coartB  Bhall  try  extradited  persons  only  for  the  crime 
or  crimes  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  their  snrrender  was 
grounded,  and  which  also  provides  that  the  Executive  Depart- 
ment of  the  British  Government  shall  not  deliver  up  any  fugitive 
criminal,  without  an  assurance  either  given  by  law  or  by  arrange- 
ment that  he  will  not  be  tried  for  any  but  the  extradition  chaise, 
until  he  has  been  restored  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to 
Iler  Majesty's  dominions.  Such  was  the  law  of  Great  Britain, 
and  had  been  for  six  years,  when  the  judge  made  the  statement 
above  referred  to. 

It  is  still  further  a  fact  that  when  the  question  of  a  new  extra- 
dition treaty  was  under  consideration  in  1870,  the  British  Govern- 
ment informed  Secretary  Fish  that  any  stipulation  for  trial  for 
any  other  than  the  extradition  offense  "  would  be  inadmissible." 
(Foreign  Relations  to  the  United  States,  1876,  p.  228.) 

It  is  also  a  fact  that  the  Attorney- General  of  the  United  States 
having  "  a  long  record  and  an  opinion  of  Judge  Benedict "  in  re- 
gard to  the  Lawrence  case  placed  before  him,  and  by  mistake  being 
led  to  suppose  that  the  District- Attorney  designed  to  put  the 
prisoner  on  trial  for  offenses  not  included  in  the  extiudition  war- 
rant, addressed  a  letter  to  him  on  the  22d  of  December^  1875, 
which  speedily  found  its  way  into  the  public  press,  expressly  di- 
recting that  Lawrence  should  be  tried  upon  the  extradition 
/  "  charge  and  that  only,"  and  saying  that  "  grave  political  reasons" 
demanded  this  course.     (Id.,  p.  229.) 

This  letter  shows  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  was 
apprised  that  the  British  Government  was  dissatisfied  with  the 
course  which,  as  it  supposed,  was  about  to  be  pursued  toward 
Lawrence.  It  is  not  true  that  when  Judge  Benedict  made  his 
deliverance  in  the  month  of  March,  the  British  Government  ac- 
cepted or  adopted  his  construction  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  but  is 
true  tliat  it  most  explicitly  rejected  it. 

It  is  also  a  fact  that  when  Lawrence  was  arraigned  before  the 
judge  and  made  his  plea,  he  was  by  the  express  order  of  the  Gov- 
ernment arraigned  only  for  the  extradition  charge,  and  that  the 
Government  had  never  expressed  any  purpose  of  putting  the 
theory  of  Judge  Benedict  into  practice.  The  letter  of  Mr.  Bliss, 
the  District- Attorney,  previously  referred  to,  sets  forth  the 
former  of  these  facts,  and  that  of  Secretary  Fish,  also  previously 
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referred  to,  declares  the  latter  fact.  The  Govemmenf  of  the 
United  States  was  not  doing,  and  was  not  seeking  to  do,  but  was 
^  cantiooslj  omitting  to  do,  what  Judge  Benedict  entered  into  an 
elaborate  argament  to  prove  that  it  had  the  right  to  do.  Law- 
rence stood  before  him  on  an  indictment  charging  the  very  crime 
for  which  he  had  been  delivered  np,  and  there  was  no  expressed 
purpose  to  arraign  him  npon  any  other  charge. 

Such  were  the  facts  when  Judge  Benedict  said  that  it  had  not 
been  "  made  to  appear"  that  "  the  Executive  Department  of  either 
Government"  had  adopted  a  "  construction  of  the  treaty  of  184^' 
which  excluded  trial  for  any  but  the  extradition  charge.  How 
far  he  was  informed  of  these  facts  we  do  not  know ;  yet  he  cer- 
tainly was  mistaken  as  to  the  position  of  the  British  Government, 
and  he  made  an  argument  to  prove  a  right  which  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  was  not  attempting  to  exercise  in  respect  to 
the  party  arraigned  before  him. 

The  reference  to  the  case  of  Heilbronn,  which  occurred  in  1854, 
is  not  pertinent,  as  will  be  shown  in  another  connection,  since  the 
prosecution  was  a  private  one,  and  the  British  Government  did 
not  at  the  time  know  that  the  prisoner  had  been  tried  for  any 
other  crime  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  surrendered. 

The  case  of  Burley,  to  which  the  Judge  referred,  and  which  will 
be  considered  hereafter,  fails  to  establish  a  practice  as  between  the 
two  Governments  ;  and  all  that  there  is  in  the  case  consists,  not 
in  what  was  done  with  the  prisoner,  but  in  what  was  said  by  the 
then  law-officers  of  the  British  Government,  but  not  diplomati- 
cally said  to  the  United  States. 

There  are  several  other  points  in  the  plea  and  rejoinder  of  Law- 
rence to  which  Judge  Benedict  referred ;  but  as  they  have  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  construction  of  the  treaty  —  the  only  question  wo  are 
considering  —  we  pass  them  without  notice.  Whether  these 
points  were  good  or  bad  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence  in  relation 
to  the  meaning  of  the  treaty.  That  meaning,  as  the  judge  con- 
stmed  it  in  the  case  of  Caldwell,  and  also  that  of  Lawrence,  allows 
the  trial  of  an  extradited  person  for  any  offense,  no  matter  what, 
and  no  matter  whether  it  is  or  is  not  included  in  the  list  of  extra- 
dition  crimes,  and  equally  no  matter  whether  it  was  or  was  not 
17 
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I  brought  iinder  consideration  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  or 

I  specified  in  the  warrant  of  delivery. 

The  British  Government,  in  the  WiftsUno  correspondence,  took 
the  ground  that  this  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the  treaty,  or  of  the 
principles  and  purposes  of  extradition.  We  think  the  British 
Government  right  and  Judge  Benedict  wrong  on  this  subject. 
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CHAPTEE  X. 


THB  OAfiB  OF  LAGBAVE. 


This  case  was  first  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
York  for  the  first  district  at  Special  Term,  then  by  the  Sapreme 
Court  for  the  same  district  at  General  Term,  and  finally  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State.  The  object  of  this  chapter  is  to 
present  the  case,  as  appearing  in  these  successive  stages  of  its  his- 
tory. 

SscrnoN  I. 


THE  OASE  AT  SPECIAL  TEBM. 

1.  The  Grime  charged.  —  The  crime  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment against  Lagrave  was  the  statutory  offense  of  burglary  in  the 
third  degree.  The  treaty  of  1843  with  France,  under  which  his 
extradition  was  procured,  specified  burglary  as  an  extradition 
crime.  In  1845  a  supplementary  treaty  was  made  between  France 
and  the  United  States,  which  defined  burglary  to  be  the  "  break- 
ing and  entering  by  night  into  a  mansion  house  of  another 
with  intent  to  commit  felony." 

Burglary,  as  thus  defined,  means  the  common  law  offense  of 
burglary,  and  not  the  statutory  offense  of  burglary  in  the  third 
degree,  as  defined  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  and 
charged  in  the  indictment .  against  Lagrave.  The  proceedings, 
therefore,  by  which  his  extradition  was  obtained,  were  not  in 
conformity  with  the  treaty.  The  offense  charged  in  this  country 
was  not  really  one  of  the  offenses  for  which  France  had  agreed  to 
deliver  up  fugitive  criminals  to  the  United  States.  The  French 
authorities  were  misled  as  to  the  nature  of  the  crime  charged. 

The  parties  who  were  concerned  in  procuring  the  extradition 
of  Lagrave,  which  was  virtually  a  fraud  upon  the  French  Govern- 
ment, immediately  upon  his  arrival  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and 
while  he  was  yet  in  custody,  caused  him  to  be  arrested  in  civil 
actions  brought  against  him,  and  that,  too,  before  he  had  any 
opportunity  of  return  to  France.      Their  purpose  was  to  get  him 
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within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  New  York  courts,  in  order  that 
they  might  secure  his  arrest  in  a  civil  action. 

2.  The  Ruling  at  Special  Term.  —  Judge  Fancher,  who  held 
the  Special  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  decided,  in  Lagrcuo^s 
Caae^  14  Abb.  Pr.  B.  (JST.  S.)  333,  that  the  crime  of  burglary,  in 
the  sense  intended  in  the  treaty  with  France,  means  ^^  the  common 
law  offense  of  burglary,"  and  that  the  treaty  does  not  "  provide 
for  the  demand  and  extradition  of  a  fugitive  for  our  statutoiy 
offense  of  burglary  in  the  third  degree."  The  proceedings  in  this 
case  he  held  to  be  "  unauthorized  and  illegal,"  because  the  crime 
charged  was  not  the  one  specified  in  the  treaty. 

As  to  the  parties  who,  in  bad  faith,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
arresting  Lagrave  on  a  civil  process,  had  been  concerned  in  pro- 
curing his  extradition.  Judge  Fancher  decided  that  they  should 
not  be  permitted  to  profit  by  the  trick  or  device  through  which 
he  was  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  He,  hence, 
discharged  Lagrave  from  the  arrest  in  civil  actions  brought  by 
these  parties.  The  theory  of  this  discharge  was  that  these  per- 
sons should  derive  no  advantage  from  their  wrongful  acts. 

Judge  Fancher,  however,  stated  a  different  rule  as  to  an  arrest 
on  a  civil  process  obtained  by  a  person  or  persons  not  thus  con- 
cerned in  the  fraudulent  extradition  of  Lagrave.  He  held  that 
Lagrave  was  not  exempted  from  arrest  in  a  civil  action  at  their 
instigation.  Being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  through 
no  device  or  trick  on  their  part,  he  might  be  arrested  in  such 
action  at  their  procurement.  Lagrave  was  so  arrested,  and,  after 
his  arrest,  he  gave  bail  and  in  tliis  Way  obtained  his  discharge 
from  imprisonment. 

Such,  in  brief,  are  the  facts  of  the  case  as  appearing  at  the 
Special  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  such  was  the  ruling  by 
Judge  Fancher  in  the  light  of  these  facts. 


Section  IL 

ths  case  at  general  term. 

!•  Lagrave's  Appeal.  —  Lagrave  then  applied  to  the  General 
Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  held  by  Judges  Daniels,  Davis,  and 
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Brady,  "  to  have  the  order  for  his  arrest  vacated  because  he  had 
been  bronght  into  the  United  States  as  a  fugitive  from  justice, 
nnder  the  extradition  treaty  existing  between  this  country  and 
France."  He  claimed  that  he  could  not  be  tried  for  any  crime, 
or  detained  for  any  purpose,  other  than  that  for  which  be  had 
been  surrendered  by  the  French  Government ;  and  in  Baeharaoh 
V,  Lagra^e,  appellant,  and  Adriance  v.  Loffrave,  appellant,  4  N. 
T.  Supreme  Ct.  215  (Thompson  and  Cook),  the  merits  of  this 
claim  were  considered  and  determined. 

2.  Decision  of  the  General  Terra.  — The  decision  of  the 
General  Term  was  to  the  following  effect :  1.  That  Lagrave  had 
not,  by  giving  bail,  waived  bis  right  to  have  the  order  of  arrest 
bleated.  S.  That  "  a  person  extradited  is  entitled  to  full  liberty 
to  return  to  his  former  habitation  after  the  purposes  of  jnstice  are 
satisfied  as  to  the  particular  offense  "  for  which  he  was  extradited, 
and  that  "  an  arrest  in  a  private  action  is  inconsistent  with  that 
right." 

The  doctrine  of  this  decision  is  that  an  extradited  party,  de- 
livered np  to  the  United  States  by  a  foreign  Government  on  a 
specific  charge  of  crime,  and  brought  into  this  country  for  the 
purpose  of  trial  and  punishment,  is,  with  the  exception  of  that 
crime,  entitled  to  a  complete  exemption  from  any  arrest,  whether 
by  a  criminal  or  civil  process,  that  deprives  him  of  "  full  liberty 
to  return  to  bis  former  habitation."  He  may  be  detained  for  the 
crime  for  which  be  was  surrendered,  but  not  for  any  other  reason. 

S.  Deliverance  of  the  General  Term.  — Judge  Daniels- 
Judges  Davis  and  Brady  concurring  —  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  conrt ;  and  that  the  reader  may  see  the  theory  upon  which  the 
decision  rested,  the  following  extract  from  this  deliverance  is  sub- 
mitted :     . 

"  It  may  be  properly  aseumed  in  the  disposition  of  it  [the  pres- 
ent application],  that  he  [I^rave]  was  a  fugitive  from  justice 
residing  in  the  French  Republic,  and  only  amenable  to  the  laws 
of  this  State  ly  force  of  the  exti-aditiou  remedy  provided  for  by 
tlie  treaty.  Without  the  provision  made,  he  c-onld  not  have  been 
brought  here  from  that  country ;  and  that  provided  that  it  could 
be  done  only  in  a  prescribed  and  particularly  enumerated  class  of 
cases.     The  effect  of  such  a  specification,  according  to  well-settled 
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principles  of  constraction,  is  to  exclude  the  remedy  from  all  but 
the  enumerated  cases.  As  to  those  not  mentioned,  the  negative 
is  as  effectually  implied  as  thou|?h  it  had  been  expressly  declared. 
For  that  reason,  when  the  defendant  was  extradited  it  was  for 
the  purpose  of  answering  the  crime  mentioned  in  the  proceed- 
ings taken  against  him,  and  for  no  other  purpose  whatsoever.  As 
to  all  other  matters,  being  beyond  the  reach  of  the  laws  of  this 
State,  he  was  absolutely  entitled  to  his  freedom.  He  was  extra- 
dited for  a  single  special  purpose,  that  of  being  tried  for  the 
crime  for  the  commission  of  which  he  was  removed  from  the 
protection  of  the  laws  of  France.  Beyond  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  those  laws  so  far  as  his  personal  liberty  would 
have  been  secured  by  them  in  case  no  removal  of  his  person  had 
been  made." 

^'  That  power  [France]  consented,  by  the  provision  made,  to  sur- 
render the  person  entitled  in  all  other  respects  to  its  protection, 
for  trial  and  punishment  on  a  particularly  specified  warge,  and 
for  no  other  end  or  object  whatsoever.  Without  the  provision 
made  he  conld  not  be  extradited  at  all ;  and  by  that  it  can  only 
be  done  for  a  clearly  defined  object.  And  it  therefore  becomes 
the  duty  of  the  power  to  which  the  surrender  may  be  made 
faithfully  to  secure  its  proper  observance." 

**  After  the  purposes  of  justice  are  satisfied  as  to  the  particular 
offense  for  which  the  party  may  be  suiTendered,  then  his  right 
to  return  again  to  the  protection  of  the  laws  he  was  deprived 
of  for  the  single  object  allowed  by  the  treaty,  is  clear  and  abso- 
lute." 

^^  And  if  a  detention  and  trial  for  another  offense  would  not  be 
proper,  it  would  seem  to  be  clear  that  an  arrest  of  a  person  at 
the  private  suit  of  another  must  be  denied  by  the  same  principle. 
It  is  a  consequence  arising  out  of  the  implication  that,  as  to  all 
but  the  extraditable  offense,  the  accused  shall  enjov  the  unre- 
strained liberty  of  returning  to  tlie  country  from  which  he  was 
taken  by  force  of  the  treaty  provisions.  Any  different  construc- 
tion would  be  entirely  unreasonable,  and  no  enlightened  nation 
would  be  willing  to  submit  to  it.  It  would  be  an  abuse  of  the 
power  provided  for,  allowing  extradition  only  for  clearly  defined 
and  particularly  enumei'ated  charges,  and  by  necessary  implication 
limiting  it  to  those  charges." 

Judge  Daniels  added  the  remark  that  ^^  the  principle  in  the  case 
is  an  important  one,  and  it  necessarily  grows  out  of  these  treaty 
stipulations  with  other  countries.  They  are  part  of  the  supreme 
law  of  the  State,  superior  to  those  of  its  own  enactment,  by  an 
express  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  And 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  maintain  its  observance.    That  can- 
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not  be  done  bj  allowing  extradited  persons  to  be  arrested  and 
restrained  at  the  suits  of  private  persons,  unless  tliey  elect  to  re- 
main in  the  conntrjr  after  their  discharge  from  the  proceedings 
provided  for  by  the  treaty." 

The  theory  of  Judge  Daniels,  as  set  forth  in  these  extracts,  and 
concurred  in  by  the  other  two  judges,  was  that  extradition  sim- 
ply secures  a  special  jurisdiction  over  the  person  surrendered ; 
that  when  the  purposes  of  this  jurisdiction  are  accomplished,  the 
extradited  party  is  entitled  to  the  unrestrained  liberty  of  return 
to  the  country  from  which  he  had  been  removed ;  and,  that  this 
right  being  secured  by  a  treaty  which  is  a  part  of  "  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land,"  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  to  enforce  it. 

This  view  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  ^^  the  person  sur- 
rendered is  to  be  deemed  still  legally  in  the  country  from  which 
he  was  extradited,"  except  for  the  purpose  specified  in  the  extra- 
dition proceedings.  To  that  extent,  but  no  further,  has  he  lost 
the  protection  of  his  foreign  asylum  in  respect  to  offenses  ante- 
dating his  extradition.  We  say  antedating  his  extradition,  since 
bis  foreign  asylum  has  no  relation  to  any  offenses  which  he  may 
commit  subsequently  thereto. 


Seotiox  III. 


THB  CASE  BEFORE  THE  OOUBT  OF  APPEALS. 

1.  Decision  of  the  Gonrt.  —  The  decision  of  the  General 
Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  was,  in  Adriancej  Appellant^  v. 
Lagrwoe^  59  N.  Y.  110,  reviewed  by  the  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals.  Chief  Judge  Church,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said  in  conclusion :  *^  As  the  present  plaintiff  was  not  con- 
cerned in  the  alleged  fraud  of  procuring  the  defendant  to  be 
brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  we  can  see  no  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  order  of  arrest.  The  order  of  the  General 
Term  must  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the  Special  Term  affirmed." 

This,  though  setting  aside  the  decision  of  the  General  Term  as 
a  legal  authority,  does  not  affect  the  force  of  the  reasons  on  which 
it  was  based.  It  may  be  that  the  logic  of  the  reversed  decision  is 
better  than  that  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  reversing  it. 
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2.  The  Deliyerance  of  Chief  Judge  Chnreh.  —  The  general 
groDnd  taken  by  Chief  Jndge  Chnreh  is  that  a  party,  extradited 
nnder  a  treaty  of  the  United  States,  is  not  protected  against  de- 
tention, trial  or  punishment  for  other  reasons  than  the  particnlar 
offense  for  which  be  was  surrendered.  This  is  jnst  the  reverse  of 
the  doctrine  held  by  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
in  harmony  with  the  ruling  of  Judge  Benedict  in  the  cases  of 
Caldwell  and  Lavrrence^  already  considered.  He  consequently 
held  that  Lagrave  might  be  arrested  and  detained  in  a  civil  action, 
the  action  being  brought  by  a  party  not  concerned  in  his  fraud- 
ulent extradition. 

The  reasoning  by  which  the  Chief  Judge  sought  to  sustain  this 
general  position  is  very  far  from  being  conclusive ;  and  in  regard 
to  it  the  following  comment  is  respectfully  submitted  : 

(1.)  Brevity  of  the  Discussion.  —  It  may  be  well  to  remark  in 
the  outset  that  the  entire  discussion  of  the  question,  which  related 
to  ^'  the  legal  right  to  detain  the  defendant  for  any  purposes,  ex- 
cept the  prosecution  of  the  particular  offense  for  which  he  was 
given  up,"  covers  about  two  and  a  half  pages  of  an  ordinary  oc- 
tavo. This  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  discussion  was  far  from 
being  exhaustive.  It  is  not  possible  in  so  limited  a  space  fully  to 
deal  witji  so  large  a  subject. 

(2.)  The  Justice  of  the  Principle.  —  The  Chief  Judge,  allud- 
ing to  the  view  adopted  by  the  General  Term,  and  sustained  by 
"  plausible  and  forcible  ailments,"  remarked :  "  I  have  examined 
the  subject  with  some  care,  with  a  view,  if  possible,  to  arrive  at 
the  same  result,  which  I  regard  as  eminently  just  as  a  principle.*' 
Keferring  also  to  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  protection,  against 
lawless  violence,  of  persons  delivered  to  the  United  States,  he 
further  said :  ^^  That  these  provisions  ought  to  be  extended  to 
protection  from  other  prosecutions  or  detention,  I  do  not  doubt." 
We  have  here  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals^  speaking 
through  its  Chief  Judge,  that  the  "  principle "  adopted  by  the 
court  below  is  '*  eminently  just,"  and  that  provision  ought  to  be 
made  by  law  for  carrying  it  into  effect. 

The  reason  for  this  opinion  surely  cannot  be  that  there  is  any 
impropriety  in  putting  a  person  on  trial  for  an  offense  duly  charged 
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against  him.  The  law  is  constantly  doing  this  in  the  process 
of  bringing  offenders  to  justice.  The  justice  or  propriety  of  the 
^^  principle "  does  not  result  from  the  rights  of  tlie  extradited 
party,  except  as  they  may  be  secured  to  him  as  incidental  to  those 
of  the  GK>vemment  that,  under  the  stipulations  of  a  treaty,  made 
the  delivery.  The  "principle  "  is  "  eminently  just "  to  that  Gov- 
ernment ;  and  the  reason  why  it  is  so  must  be  sought  in  the  fact 
that  it  has  a  basis,  either  express  or  implied,  in  the  treaty  under 
which  the  surrender  was  made. 

If  then  it  be  true,  as  the  Chief  Judge  thinks  it  is  true,  that  Con- 
gress ought  to  provide  for  the  protection  of  extradited  persons 
against  "  other  prosecutions  or  detention,"  it  must  also  be  true  that 
this  "  principle  "  is  in  harmony  with,  and  naturally  results  from, 
the  extradition  treaties,  which,  so  far  as  the  United  States  are  a 
party  thereto,  contain  all  the  conditions  and  obligations  in  regard 
to  the  whole  subject  of  international  extradition ;  and  hence,  the 
Chief  Judge,  in  what  he  admits,  virtually  grants  that  there  is 
some  authority  for  the  "  principle"  in  the  treaties  themselves.  It 
is  only  in  reference  to  their  provisions,  and  the  obligation  arising 
therefrom,  that  it  can  be  considered  "  eminently  just." 

(3.)  The  power  of  Congress.  —  The  Chief  Judge,  referring  to 
the  English  act  which  provides  for  the  "  principle  "  asserted  by 
the  General  Term,  said :  "  Congress  doubtless  has  power  to  pass 
an  act  similar  to  the  English  act  referred  to,  as  the  whole  subject 
of  extradition  is  confided  to  the  Federal  Government."  The 
power  here  assumed  to  exist  is  not  among  the  powers  expressly 
granted  to  Congress,  and  not  among  those  implied,  except  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
States. 

It  so  happens  that  the  Constitution  leaves  the  question  of  in- 
ternational extradition  to  be  disposed  of  by  treaty ;  and  all  the 
legislative  power  that  Congress,  has  in  regard  to  it  is  that  of  pass- 
ing laws  for  the  proper  execution  of  extradition  treaties.  It  is 
not  the  province  of  such  legislation  to  change  the  terms  or  char- 
acter of  these  treaties.  The  treaties  themselves  define  and  limit 
the  sphere  of  the  legislation,  unless  the  intention  is  to  repeal 

them  altogether. 
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If  thea  Congress  can  pass  an  act  similar  to  the  English  act, 
and  thereby  protect  surrendered  persons  against  being  tried  in 
this  country,  whether  in  Federal  or  State  courts,  for  any  but  the 
extradition  offense  or  oficnses,  it  must  be  because  this  "  principle" 
exists,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  in  the  extradition  trea- 
ties of  the  United  States.  If  it  does  not  so  exist,  Congress  can- 
not by  legislation  put  it  there,  since  this  would  be  virtually  mak- 
ing a  treaty,  which  Congress  has  no  power  to  do. 

Moreover,  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  see  how  Congress  can 
limit  the  jurisdiction  of  a  State  court  in  respect  to  the  trial  of  an 
extradited  person,  simply  because  he  is  such,  except  as  it  may  be 
legislating  for  the  execution  of  extradition  treaties ;  and  if  these 
treaties  contain  no  provisions,  express  or  implied,  protecting  such 
pei*sons  against  trial  for  any  but  the  extradition  offense,  then 
manifestly  Congress  has  no  power  to  afford  such  protection,  as 
against  State  authority,  when  that  authority  has  acquired  juris- 
diction over  tliem.  It  cannot,  upon  this  supposition,  make  a  law 
to  control  the  action  of  a  State  court. 

Here,  again,  the  Chief  Judge,  in  what  he  affirms  in  regard  to 
the  power  of  Congress  to  legislate  on  the  subject,  concedes  the 
"principle"  which  it  is  one  object  of  his  deliverance  to  deny. 
What  he  affirms  can  be  true  only  on  the  supposition  that  the 
"  principle  "  is  provided  for  by  treaty. 

(4.)  Implication  in  a  Treaty.  —  The  Chief  Judge  also  said : 
"  Any  thing  necessarily  implied  [in  treaties]  is  as  though  in- 
serted ;  but  can  it  be  said  that  there  is  such  an  implication  of 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  that  the  prisoner 
shall  not  be  detained  for  any  other  lawful  purpose  ?  It  may  be 
conceded  that  such  a  provision  would  be  wise  and  proper,  but  can 
it  be  regarded  as  in  the  treaty?  I  can  find  no  authority  warrant- 
ing such  a  conclusion."  The  Chief  Judge  did  not  refer  to  the 
treaty  with  France,  under  which  Lagrave  was  extradited,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  it  contains  such  a  provision  or 
not     The  first  article  of  this  treaty  reads  as  follows : 

"  It  is  agreed  that  the  high  contracting  parties  shall,  on  requisi- 
tions made  in  their  name,  tnrough  the  meaium  of  their  respective 
diplomatic  agents,  deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who,  being  ac- 
cused of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  next  following  article; 
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committed  within  the  jnrisdiction  of  the  requiring  P^i^J)  shall 
seek  an  asylam,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the 
other :  Provided,  That  this  shall  be  done  only  when  the  fact  of 
the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  bo  so  established  as  that  the 
laws  of  the  country  in  which  the  fugitive  or  the  person  so 
accused  shaU  be  found,  would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension 
and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  there  com- 
mitted " 


It  is  upon  these  conditions,  and  for  the  purpose  here  specified, 
and  for  no  other  purpose,  that  the  two  Governments  agree  to 
withdraw  the  right  of  asylum  in  respect  to  the  persons  referred 
to,  and  deliver  them  up  as  fugitive  criminals. 

One  of  the  conditions  is,  that  the  crime  for  which  a  person  is 
demanded  must  be  within  the  list  of  crimes  named  in  the  second 
article  of  the  treaty.  Another  is,  that  there  must  be  a  formal 
charge  of  some  one  or  more  of  these  crimes.  A  third  is,  that  the 
charge  must  be  so  proved  that  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which 
the  fugitive  is  found  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  com- 
mitment for  trial  if  the  offense  had  been  there  committed,  and, 
of  course,  that  the  authorities  of  that  country  are  to  decide  in 
each  case  upon  this  question  of  adequate  proof. 

It  is  not  possible  to  preserve,  in  their  integrity,  these  condi- 
tions of  the  demand  and  the  obligation  of  delivery,  in  any  case 
in  which  the  demanding  Government,  having  thus  acquired  juris- 
diction over  the  person,  shall  put  him  on  trial  for  any  offense, 
committed  prior  to  his  extradition,  other  than  the  one  which  was 
tho  subject  of  the  proceedings  that  under  the  treaty  secured  the 
jurisdiction.  If  the  party  is  surrendered  on  the  charge  and  proof 
of  murder,  and  is  then  tried  for  forgery,  the  surrendering  Gov- 
ernment, even  though  both  should  be  extradition  crim&<),  has  been 
denied  the  right  of  judging  whether  the  forgery  was  sufficiently 
proved  to  justify  a  delivery,  since  neither  the  charge  nor  the 
proof  of  forgery  was  presented  to  that  Government. 

This  right  is  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  ;  and  yet,  in 
the  case  supposed,  it  has  been  entirely  ignored.  The  theory  of 
the  treaty  is  that  there  is  no  right  of  trial,  as  against  the  right  of 
asylum,  until  the  Government  asked  to  make  the  delivery  has 
decided  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  put  the  party  on  trial  for 
the  crime  of  which  he  is  accused,  and  has  actually  surrendered 
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him  for  that  purpose.     To  iise  the  jurisdiction,  when  gained,  for 
any  other  pnrpose  is  to  violate  the  treaty  itself. 

"We,  hence,  answer  the  questions  of  the  Chief  Judge  by  saying 
that  upon  the  very  face  of  the  treaty  with  France  Ues  the  impli. 
cation  that  the  jurisdiction,  acquired  under  it,  is  limited  to  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  acquired,  and  that  it  cannot  pass  beyond 
this  point  without  disregarding  some  one  or  more  of  the  provis- 
ions of  the  treaty.  This  limitation  is,  by  necessary  implication, 
^^  in  the  trecity.^^  The  treaty  itself,  in  its  express  terms,  is  the 
highest  authority  to  show  the  limitation.  That  which  cannot  be 
done  without  violating  a  treaty  is  certainly  excluded  by  it. 

(5.)  The  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870.— Alluding  to  the 
English  Extradition  Act  of  1870,  which  provides  that  a  fugitive 
criminal  shall  not  be  delivered  up  unless  by  the  law  of  the  for- 
eign country,  or  by  arrangement,  he  is  protected  against  being 
tried  for  any  but  the  offense  specified,  until  he  has  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  and  which  se- 
cures the  same  immunity  to  persons  surrendered  to  Great  Britain, 
the  Chief  Judge  remarked :  ^'  These  provisions  would  have  been 
unnecessary  if  there  existed  any  such  treaty  obligation  as  is 
claimed  in  this  case."     To  this  two  replies  may  be  made. 

The  first  is,  that  the  remark  has  no  pertinency  to  the  question 
that  was  before  the  Court  of  Appeals.  That  question  arose  un- 
der an  extradition  treaty  with  France ;  and  the  matter  of  inquiry 
was  whether  Lagrave,  who  had  been  extradited  under  that  treaty, 
was  by  it  protected  against  any  detention  or  prosecution,  except 
in  respect  to  the  offense  for  which  he  was  surrendered.  We  are 
at  a  loss  to  see  what  the  English  act  of  1870,  passed  simply  with 
reference  to  the  execution  of  British  extradition  treaties,  has  to 
do  with  a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  France. 

A  second  reply  is,  that  the  Chief  Judge  was  mistaken  as  to  the 
design  of  the  English  act  of  1870.  He  assumed  that  it  was 
passed  by  Parliament  to  secure  to  extradited  persons  a  protection 
which  was  not,  expressly  or  by  implication,  in  the  terms  of  British 
treaties.  If  such  protection  had  been  in  these  treaties,  then,  as 
he  reasons,  ^*  these  provisions  "  of  the  act  would  have  been  **  un- 
necessary ;"  but  because  it  was  not,  they  were  necessary  ^^  to  meet 
the  difficulty." 
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Where  did  the  Chief  Judge  learn  that  6ueh  was  the  view  of 
Parliament  in  passing  the  act  ?  There  is  not  a  word  in  the  act 
itself  to  indicate  it;  and  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
Great  Britain,  one  of  the  parties  to  extradition  treaties,  would 
undertake  to  legislate  into  existence  obligations  or  principles  for 
which  there  was  no  basis  in  the  treaties  themselves,  and  thus  se- 
cure by  law,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  other  party,  results 
which  lie  beyond  the  provisions  of  these  treaties. 

Lord  Derby  in  the  Winslow  correspondence  says  of  the  act : 
^^  It  is  to  be  regarded  as  intended  to  prevent,  for  the  future,  evils 
that  were  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Hammond  and  others,  as  having 
occurred,  and  being  liable  to  occur,  in  private  prosecutions  to 
which  the  attention  of  the  Government  had  not  been  called." 
(Foreign  Belations  of  the  United  States,  1876,  p.  228.)  He  ex- 
pressly insisted  that  the  position  taken  by  the  British  Govern- 
ment in  respect  to  the  tiial  of  extradited  persons,  and  incorpo- 
rated into  the  English  act  of  1870,  was  involved  in  the  treaty  be- 
tween Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  and,  hence,  that  the 
act,  so  far  from  seeking  to  modify  or  add  to  the  treaty,  was  sim- 
ply designed  to  carry  it  into  effect.  He  also  said  that  the  Gov- 
ernment would  take  the  same  position,  if  no  such  act  had  been 
passed.    (Id.,  p.  257.) 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  English  act  operates  only  in 
Great  Britain,  upon  its  courts  and  its  executive  officers.  As  Lord 
Derby  says,  and  as  Mr.  Clarke,  in  his  treatise  on  Extradition,  says, 
it  was  intended  to  be  curative  of  certain  evils  which  had  their 
origin  in  the  execution  of  extradition  treaties,  and  to  which  the 
attention  of  Parliament  had  been  called  by  a  committee  of  the 
House  of  Commons  appointed  to  investigate  the  whole  subject. 
The  purpose  of  Parliament  was  not  to  change  or  repeal  existing 
treaties,  or  supplement  them  with  new  and  different  obligations, 
but  to  provide  for  their  execution ;  and,  hence,  the  act  is  to  be 
taken  as  an  expression  of  its  judgment  as  to  the  nature  and  re- 
quirements of  these  treaties. 

(6.)  The  Mule  in  France.  —  The  Chief  Judge  also  referred  to 
the  rule  adopted  in  France,  according  to  which  courts  have  noth- 
ing to  do  with  ^'the  conditions  upon  which  extradition  has  been 
granted,  except  upon  a  notification  from  the  Minister  of  Justice." 
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Their  business  is  "  to  trj  the  facts ; "  and,  when  standing  before 
them,  the  criminal  himself  can  make  no  plea  f  onnded  on  his  ex- 
tradition, or  the  treaty  under  which  it  was  secured.  This  question 
'  is  for  the  Government,  speaking  through  its  Minister  of  Justice, 

and  not  for  the  party  arraigned  on  the  charge  of  crime. 

The  diflBculty  with  this  reference  is  that  the  rufe  in  France, 
whatever  it  may  be  —  a  point  that  we  do  not  here  pause  to  de- 
termine —  is  not  pertinent  when  sought  to  be  applied  in  tliis 
country.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  makes  every 
ti^eatyapart  of  "the  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  and  requires 
courts  to  take  knowledge  of  it  as  such,  and  apply  it  in  cases  to 
which  it  is  applicable.  This  is  a  peculiarity  of  our  political 
system  that  does  not  exist  in  France. 

It  is,  hence,  immaterial  what  is  the  practice  m  French  courts, 

since  American  courts  are  subject  to  a  fundamental  law,  of  which 

treaties  are  a  part ;  and  if  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 

States,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  secure  to  extradited 

'^  persons  immimity  against  trial  for  offenses  other  than  the  ones 

for  which  they  were  surrendered,  then  this  is  a  part  of  '^  the  su- 
preme law,"  which  every  court  in  this  country  is  bound  to  apply 
in  any  case  involving  the  question. 

This  immunity,  as  we  have  previously  shown,  is  secured  in  the 
extradition  treaty  of  the  United  States  with  France;  and  hence, 
Lagrave,  who  was  surrendered  under  that  treaty,  was  by  "  the  su- 
preme law,"  entitled  to  its  benefit.  It  was  for  a  specified  purpose, 
and  that  alone,  that  he  was  surrendered ;  and  it  was  only  in  ref- 
erence to  that  purpose  that  any  jurisdiction  could  be  acquired 
over  his  person  without  violating  the  treaty,  unless  he  committed 
some  crime  subsequently  to  his  surrender,  or  chose  to  remain  in 
this  country.  So  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  held  5 
and  this  decision,  though  reversed,  seems  to  us  the  only  one  con- 
sistent with  the  treaty,  and,  hence,  with  ^*  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land." 

(7.)  The  Question  of  good  Faith.  —  The  Chief  Judge  further 
said :  "  The  indictment  [of  Lagrave]  was  for  burglary  in  the  third 
degree  under  our  statute,  and  clearly  not  within  the  treatj ;  but 
it  is  not  for  the  defendant  to  raise  this  question.  The  Govern- 
ment of  France  had  power  to  surrender  him  for  any  offense,  and 
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even  if  deceived  and  defrauded,  the  defendant  cannot  interpose 
in  it8  behalf.  The  question  of  good  faith  is  for  the  two  Govern- 
ments." 

It  is  quite  true  that,  as  to  "  the  question  of  good  faith  "  between 
the  two  Governments,  Lagrave  was  not  the  official  representative 
of  either ;  yet  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  France  delivered  him 
up,  not  in  the  exercise  of  its  general  "  power  to  surrender  him 
for  any  offense,"  but  under  proceedings  in  pursuance  of  a  treaty, 
and  on  the  charge  of  burglary,  which  the  French  authorities  must 
have  supposed  to  be  the  burglary  provided  for  and  defined  in  the 
treaty.  Such,  however,  was  not  the  fact  as  to  the  crime  charged 
against  him  ;  and  on  this  point  these  authorities  were  mistaken, 
and  but  for  this  there  would  Iiave  been  no  delivery. 

Lagrave  was  delivered  for  the  common  law  offense  of  burglary 
as  set  forth  in  the  treaty,  and  for  that  alone ;  and  this  was  not 
the  offense  charged.  He  could  not,  of  course,  be  tried  for  the 
offense  in  respect  to  wliich  he  was  surrendered,  since  there  was 
no  indictment  against  him  charging  that  offense ;  and  he  should 
not  have  been  held,  detained  or  tried  upon  any  other  ground, 
since  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  and  hence,  by  "  the  law  of  the 
land,"  no  jurisdiction  had  been  acquired  over  him  for  any  other 
purpose. 

To  take  advantage  of  the  mistake,  committed  by  the  French 
authorities,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  charge  pending  in  thig  country, 
and  use  the  jurisdiction  thus  acquired  for  a  purpose  different  from 
the  one  for  which  it  was  intended  to  be  granted,  was  not  only  to 
violate  the  treaty  itself  as  a  compact  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments, but  to  disregard  the  rights  of  the  surrendered  party  as 
secured  to  him  by  the  law  of  the  land. 

Judge  Fancher,  when  this  case  was  before  him,  held  that  the 
whole  extradition  ^^  proceeding  was  unauthorized  and  illegal." 
(14  Abb.  Pr.  R.  [N.  S.]  333.)  If  so,  the  treaty,  both  as  a  com- 
pact and  a  law,  precluded  any  jurisdiction  over  Lagrave  as  against 
his  right  of  asylum  in  the  country  from  which  he  had  been 
illegally  removed.  His  arrest  and  delivery  in  France  were  con- 
trary to  the  treaty,  and  his  arrest  and  detention  in  this  country 
were  no  better.  He  had  a  right  by  the  law  of  the  treaty  to  show 
this  fact. 
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(8.)  The  Question  not  judicial.  The  Chief  Jadge  farther  said: 
"  The  right  of  exemption  from  prosecution  [for  other  than  the 
extradition  charge],  if  it  can  be  said  to  exist  at  all,  is  based  upon 
the  good  faith  of  the  Government,  which  is  necessarily  uncertain, 
and  is  a  political  and  not  a  judicial  question."  We  have  in  this 
statement  a  mixture  of  tiiith  and  error.  It  is  true  that  such  a 
right,  if  secured  by  treaty,  either  expressly  or  by  implication, 
binds  the  good  faith  of  the  Government  accordingly,  and  is,  in 
this  sense,  based  upon  that  faith,  because  it  is  in  the  compact. 
The  Government  cannot  in  good  faith  institute  a  prosecution  for 
any  but  the  extradition  charge. 

And  yet  it  is  just  as  true  in  this  country  that  the  right,  if 
secured  by  treaty,  is  also  secured  by  la/uOj  since  the  treaty  itself  is 
a  law;  and  hence,  the  question,  when  an  extradited  party  is 
arraigned  for  trial,  whether  the  right  exists  or  not  under  the 
treaty,  is  a  question  of  law,  and,  as  such,  "  a  judicial  question,'* 
no  matter  what  course  the  Government,  as  a  prosecutor,  may  pur- 
sue  in  the  case.  The  duties  and  powers  of  the  court,  and  the 
rights  of  the  accused  party  by  the  supreme  law  of  a  treaty,  do 
not  depend  upon  the  question  whether  the  Government,  in  prose- 
cuting that  party,  is  observing  or  violating  the  obligations  of  the 
treaty  under  which  he  was  surrendered.  The  treaty  l)eing  a  law^ 
the  court  is  bound  to  protect  him  against  any  invasion  of  his 
rights  as  secured  by  it. 

The  remark  of  the  Chief  Judge  may  be  true  in  countries  where 
the  construction  of  treaties  is  a  purely  political  question ;  but,  eo 
far  as  it  denies  the  judicial  character  of  the  matter  referred  to, 
it  is  nottiue  in  the  United  States,  and  cannot  be,  unless  it  is 
also  true  that  extradition  treaties  are  excepted  from  that  provision 
of  the  Constitution  which  makes  treaties  of  the  United  States  a 
part  of  "the  supreme  law  of  the  land."  No  one  surely  will 
pretend  that  the  Constitution  contains  any  exception  in  respect 
to  this  class  of  treaties.  Their  character  as  laws  is  just  as  dear 
^nd  complete  as  that  of  treaties  on  any  other  subject. 

(9.)  The  cases  of  CdldweU  and  Burley.  The  Chief  Judge  also 
adverted  to  the  case  of  CaldweUj  8  Blatch.  131,  decided  by  Judge 
Benedict,  and  to  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  British 
•  Government  in  the  case  of  Burley.  "We  considered  in  a  previous 
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chapter  the  decision  in  the  first  of  these  cases,  and  simply  here 
refer  to  what  was  then  said,  with  the  remark  that  the  case  arose 
under  a  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  while  that  of  Lagrave  arose 
under  a  treaty  with  France. 

As  to  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  British  Govern- 
ment, in  the  case  of  Burley^  it  is  to  be  observed  that  that  Gov- 
ernment, in  the  Winslow  correspondence,  rejected  the  opinion 
altogether,  and  declared  that  it  was  not  a  correct  construction  of 
the  extradition  stipulation  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States,  it  is  not  a  little  remarkable  that  the  Chief  Judge  should, 
in  1874,  quote  this  opinion  as  an  authority,  when  the  English 
Extradition  Act  of  1870  had  entirely  set  it  aside  as  a  false  opinion. 
One  would  suppose  that,  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the 
treaty  between  the  two  Governments,  the  British  Parliament  in 
1870  was  quite  as  good  authority  as  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown 
in  1864. 

This  comment  upo.i  the  several  points  contained  in  the  deliver- 
ance of  Chief  Judge  Church  is  submitted,  not  to  call  in  question 
the  authority  of  the  decision  made  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in 
this  case,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  neither  the  de- 
cision nor  the  logic  in  support  of  it  is  consistent  with  the  extra- 
dition treaty  between  the  United  States  and  France.  As  between 
the  two  decisions,  that  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  that  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  the  former,  though  re- 
versed, is  the  one  which  this  treaty  both  sustains  and  demands. 
The  latter  decision  is  authoritative,  but  not  correct.  It  is  contrary 
to  several  decisions,  to  be  stated  in  the  sequel,  that  take  exactly 
the  opposite  ground. 

19 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

THB  0A8B  OF   HAWE8. 

The  case  of  JTie  State  v.  ffawes  originally  aroee  in  the  Crim- 
inal Court  of  the  county  of  Kenton,  in  Kentucky,  August,  1877, 
and,  as  then  considered  and  determined,  is  reported  in  the  Amer. 
Times  Hep.,  vol.  4,  p.  524.  It  was  subsequently  considered  and 
determined  by  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals,  by  which  court 
the  order  6i  the  lower  court  was  affirmed.  {The  Oommofiioealth 
v.  SaweSj  13  Bush,  697,  or  14  Albany  Law  Journal,  825.) 

Section  L 

the  kenton  county  criminal  ooubt. 

1,  The  Facts  of  the  Case.  —  The  following  summary  presents 
the  material  facts  in  this  case : 

Hawes  was  demanded  from  the  Dominion  of  Canada  on  four 
indictments,  charging  him  with  as  many  acts  of  forgery,  and  by 
the  Canadian  authorities  he  was  delivered  up  on  three  of  them, 
one  of  the  four  not  being  regarded  in  Canada  as  furnishing  a 
sufficient  ground  for  delivery.  He  was  brought  to  trial  on  two 
of  these  indictments  and  acquitted ;  and  the  other  two  were  dis- 
missed on  motion  of  the  attorney  for  the  Commonwealth.  The 
acquittal  and  the  dismissal  therefore  disposed  of  all  the  charges 
on  which  he  had  been  extradited. 

There  were,  however,  other  indictments  pending  against  Hawes, 
charging  him  with  embezzlement,  an  offense  for  which  he  was  not 
and  could  not  have  been  extradited.  Upon  one  of  these  indict;- 
ments  a  motion  was  made  to  bring  him  to  trial ;  and  whether  he 
could  be  so  tried  was  the  question  which  came  before  Judge  Jack- 
son for  decision. 

2.  Deliyeranee  of  Jndge  Jackson.  —  Judge  Jackson,  after 

iHnor  til  A  r>fliiA.  TkrAnAedBd  to  aav  ! 


stating  the  case,  proceeded  to  say  : 


'^  And  now  the  question  is  raised  by  the  motion  under  consid- 
eration, whether  this  court  can  now  detain  Hawes  for  trial  of 
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this  or  the  other  indictments  pending  aeainst  him,  for  offenses 
cliarged  to  have  been  committed  prior  to  iiis  extradition,  and  for 
whidi  he  was  not  eictradited." 

Having  shown  that  this  country  recognized  no  international 
extradition  except  as  provided  for  by  treaty,  and  also  quoted 
that  section  of  the  Constitution  which  makes  treaties  a  part  of 
^^  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  the  judge  further  said : 

*'  By  the  constitution  and  law  of  Kentucky,  the  prisoner  (Smith 
K.  Hawes)  stands  indicted  for  the  offense  of  embezzlement,  and 
he  should  be  tried  therelor  and  punished,  if  found  guilty,  accord- 
ing to  the  law,  or  acquitted  if  his  guilt  is  not  proven  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  a  reasonable  doubt,  unless  by  the  provision  of  the  treaty 
of  1842,  heretofore  referred  to,  it  is  illegal  to  go  into  the  inves- 
tigation of  the  case  at  this  time.  If  there  be  a  treaty  governing 
the  subject  that  treaty,  as  it  now  is,  and  not  as  it  may  be  by  sub- 
sequent conventions  or  high  joint  commissions  between  the  high 
contracting  parties,  is  now  to  control.  I  am  bound  to  take  judicial 
notice  of  tne  treaty  concluded  at  Washington  on  the  9th  of 
August,  1842,  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain." 

Having  quoted  the  treaty,  the  judge  then  remarked  as  follows : 

"  If,  by  the  terms  of  this  treaty,  either  expressed  or  implied, 
the  prisoner,  Smith  N.  Hawes,  cannot  be  tried  for  any  offense 
for  which  he  was  not  extradited,  then,  although  he  may  be  within 
the  bar  of  this  court,  or  in  jail  under  the  control  of  this  court,  as 
this  court  is  bound  to  regard  that  treaty,  it  is  outside  of  its  jaris- 
diction,  to  proceed  with  the  trial,  as  Hhe  supreme  law  of  the 
land '  otherwise  provides ;  and  this  whole  question  hinges  upon 
the  construction  of  the  treaty*" 

And  as  to  this  question  of  construction,  we  have  the  opinion 
of  the  judge  in  the  following  extract : 

"  By  the  terms  of  the  article  of  the  treaty  now  under  consider- 
ation, it  is  only  for  certain  offenses  that  extradition  will  be  per- 
mitted by  either  Government.  Embezzlement  is  not  one  of  those 
offenses.  *  *  *  It  is  urged  in  argument  that  there  is  no  pos- 
itive stipulation  against  the  trial  of  a  non-extraditable  offense. 
Why  mention  any  offenses  if  a  party  can  be  tried  for  any  and 
every  thing  not  mentioned  1  Wnen  nations  enumerate,  do  they 
not  exclude  every  thing  not  enumerated  J  *  *  *  Here  we 
have  by  this  treaty  a  mutual  a^ement  that  certain  offenders,  and 
none  others,  may  be  extradited,  to  be  tried.     *    *     *    Now  if 
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there  be  any  thing  agreed  npon  between  the  two  high  contract- 
ing parties,  it  was,  that  for  the  offenses  therein  enumerated,  and 
for  no  other,  there  was  to  be  a  mutual  surrender.  *  *  For 
nothing  else  could  such  a  demand  or  surrender  be  made ;  and 
when  so  made,  it  is  monstrous  that  there  should  be  a  trial  for  anv 
thing  else.  If  there  be  any  thing  in  the  doctrine  that  when  yoii 
enumerate  rights  or  privileges,  you  are  held  to  strictness  as  to  the 
rights  enumerated,  and  that  every  thing  not  enumerated  is  not 
included,  then  it  follows,  as  a  logical  sequence,  that  the  treaty 
here  having  provided  only  for  extradition  as  to  certain  cases 
and  under  certain  circumstances  and  proof,  the  right  of  asylum  is 
to  be  held  sacred  as  to  any  thing  for  which  the  party  was  not  and 
could  not  be  extradited.  *  *  *  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  he 
[Hawes]  may  not  hereafter  be  tried  ;  but  what  I  mean  to  say  is, 
that  in  the  face  of  the  treaty  herein  referred  to,  he  is  not  to  be 
tried  until  there  is  a  reasonable  time  given  him  to  return  to  the 
asylum  from  which  he  was  taken." 

Judge  Jackson  disposed  of  the  case  in  accordance  with  theee 
views,  and  gave  the  prisoner  the  opportunity  of  returning  to 
Canada  by  ordering  his  discharge  from  custody,  which  he  imme- 
diately improved. 

The  ground  taken  was,  that  the  treaty,  considered  as  a  compact 
between  the  two  Governments,  contemplates  that  the  person  de- 
livered up  under  it  shall  be  tried  only  for  the  extradition  charge 
or  charges,  and  that,  considered  as  a  law,  the  treaty  gives  him  a 
legal  right  against  any  other  trial  which  it  is  competent  for  him  to 
present  to  a  court,  and  which  that  court  is  bound  to  recognize 
and  secure.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  try  Hawes  on  the 
charge  of  embezzlement,  though  complete  under  the  constitution 
and  laws  of  Kentucky,  was  according  to  Judge  Jackson  precluded 
by  "  the  higher  law"  of  the  treaty. 

This  differs  very  widely  from  the  doctrine  of  Judge  Benedict 
in  the  cases  of  CaldweU  and  La/wrence^  and  from  that  of  the 
New  York  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Lagra/oe^  while  it  en- 
tirely accords  with  the  view  taken  by  the  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court  in  the  last  case. 

3.  Treaties  as  Laws.  Treaties  in  this  country  are  law%  for 
the  government  of  courts,  both  State  and  Federal ;  and  it  is  their 
duty,  alike  in  civil  and  criminal  actions,  to  apply  them  in  det^- 
mining  the  rights  of  parties  in  suits  before  them,  whenever  tliev 
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affect  those  rights.  The  fact  that  they  are  compacts  between  na- 
tions, and  as  such,  the  subjects  of  diplomatic  consideration  and 
construction,  does  not  change  their  character  as  laws,  or  release 
courts  from  the  obligation  of  taking  cognizance  of  them,  and  giv- 
ing effect  to  them,  when  individual  rights  are  involved  in  them, 
or  guaranteed  by  them.  They  are  not  to  be  dismissed  on  the  the- 
ory that  they  are  mere  compacts  with  which  judicial  tribunals  have 
nothing  to  do.  They  are  laws  for  the  regulation  of  courts  and  laws 
in  respect  to  the  interests  and  claims  of  parties  whose  rights  they 
affect.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  early  case 
of  Ware  v.  Hylton^  3  Dall.  199,  asserted  and  applied  this  princi- 
ple, and  has  repeatedly  affirmed  it  in  subsequent  cases. 

An  accused  party,  when  called  to  plead  to  an  indictment,  has 
the  legal  right  to  appeal  to  the  whole  law  appUcable  to  his  case. 
If  he  can  show  that  the  indictment  has  not  been  found  according 
to  law  in  any  essential  particular,  then  it  is  not  a  legal  accusation ; 
and  this  fact  appearing,  no  court  has  the  right  to  put  him  on  trial 
upoiLsuch  a  charge.  And  so,  if  atrial  upon  an  indictment  is  pre- 
cluded by  a  treaty  of  the  United  States,  which  in  that  event 
would  be  a  part  of  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  and  superior  to 
any  State  law,  strange  would  it  be  if  the  party  had  no  right  to  ap- 
peal to  this  law  as  a  ground  of  defense.  He  has  the  right  as  a 
matter  of  law  ;  and  if  the  court  ignores  such  a  plea  altogether, 
and  treats  the  case  as  if  no  such  right  existed,  then  it  will  dispose 
of  it  contrary  to  law,  and  contrary  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

We  can  readily  understand  how  a  court  may  decide  that  a  treaty 
does  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  secure  immunity  against  trial  for  any 
but  the  extradition  offense,  and  on  this  ground  proceed  to  try  the 
party  on  other  charges;  but  we  cannot  understand  how  an 
American  court  can  refuse  to  consider  the  question,  treat  it  as 
non-judicial,  and  dismiss  it  as  a  mere  matter  of  ^^good  faith"  on 
the  part  of  the  Government,  when  presented  in  the  pleading  of 
the  extradited  and  accused  party,  or  exclude  the  right  of  such 
immunity,  provided  it  be  secured  by  treaty.  If  thus  secured, 
it  is  secured  by  the  "  supreme  law,"  which  every  judicial  officer 
is  sworn  to  obey  in  adjudicatin/j;  upon  the  rights  of  parties. 

Chief  Judge  Church,  in  the  Lagran)e  case,  argued  in  some  parts 
of  his  deliverance,  against  the  existence  of  any  such  right    by 
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treaty,  and,  in  other  parts,  against  the  right  of  the  accused  partj 
to  present  the  right  to  a  court  as  a  ground  of  defense,  even  if  it 
does  exist.  With  all  due  respect  to  that  distinguished  jurist,  we 
must,  in  the  light  of  the  previous  argument,  regard  him  as  incor- 
rect in  both  positions.  The  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
States  secure  the  right  bj  an  implication  so  clear  that  its  denial  is 
not  consistent  with  them  unless  there  be  a  special  provision 
otherwise ;  and  the  Constitution  of  the  CTnited  States  makes 
these  treaties  a  law  in  respect  to  that  right,  and  that  law  is  a 
proper  basis  for  a  plea  as  to  the  offense  for  which  an  extra- 
dited party  may  be  put  on  triaL 

Skotion  n. 

KENTUOKT  OOUBT  OF  APPEALS,  APBn.   17,  1878. 

CommanweaUh  v.  Hemes. 

The  right  of  one  Government  to  demand  and  receive  from  an- 
other the  custody  of  an  offender  who  has  sought  asylum  upon  its 
soil,  depends  upon  the  existence  of  treaty  stipulations  between 
them  and  in  all  cases  is  derived  from  and  is  measured  and 
restricted  by  the  provisions,  express  and  implied,  of  the  treaty. 

A  fugitive  from  justice  was,  under  the  provisions  of  the  extra- 
dition treaty  of  1842,  between  this  country  and  Great  Britain, 
surrendered  by  the  Canadian  authorities  to  be  tried  in  Kentucky 
upon  an  indictment  for  forgery.  Hdd^  that  he  could  not,  while 
in  the  custody  of  the  court,  imder  such  surrender,  be'  tried  upon 
an  indictment  for  embezzlement. 

Appeal  by  the  Commonwealth  from  an  order  of  the  Kenton 
Criminal  Court  directing  that  the  defendant,  Smith  N.  Hawes, 
indicted  for  embezzlement,  be  not  held  in  custody,  and  that  the 
ease  against  him  be  not  placed  on  the  docket.  The  facts  appear 
in  the  opinion. 

T.  E.  M088  and  TT.  W.  Clewry^  for  appellant. 

J.  O.  Carlisle  and  J.  TT.  Steveneonj  for  appellee. 

1,  Statement  of  the  Facts  in  the  Case.  Lindsay,  C.  J. 
Smith  N.  Hawes  stood  indicted  in  the  Kenton  Criminal  Conrt 
for  uttering  forged  paper,  tor  embezzlement,  and  also  upon  four 
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separate  and  distinct  charges  of  forsery.  He  was  foand  to  be  a 
resident  of  the  town  of  London,  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and 
February,  1877,  was  demanded  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  surrendered  by  the  Canadian  authorities  to  answer 
three  of  said  charts  of  forgery. 

As  to  the  fourth  charge,  the  evidence  of  his  criminality  was 
not  deemed  sufficient,  and  that  alleged  offense  was  omitted  from 
the  warrant  of  extradition. 

The  demand  and  surrender  were  made  in  virtue  of,  and  pur- 
suant to,  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  concluded  August  9,  1842, 
between  the  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  of 
America. 

The  attorney  for  the  Commonwealth  caused  two  of  the  indict- 
ments for  forgery  to  be  dismissed.  Hawes  was  regularly  tried 
under  each  of  the  remaining  two,  and  in  each  case  a  judgment  of 
acquittal  was  rendered  in  his  favor,  upon  a  verdict  of  not  guilty. 

After  all  this,  however,  the  officers  of  Kenton  county  continued 
to  hold  him  in  custody,  and  finally,  on  motion  of  the  attorney 
for  the  Commonwealth,  one  of  the  indictments  for  embezzlement 
was  set  down  to  be  tried  on  the  6th  day  of  Julv,  1877.  Further 
action  was  postponed  from  time  to  time  until  the  21st  of  August, 
1877,  when  Hawes  presented  his  affidavit,  setting  out  all  the 
f«ct8  attending  his  surrender,  and  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
made,  and  moved  the  court  to  continue  aU  the  indictments  then 
pending  a^inst  him,  and  to  surrender  him  to  the  authorities 
of  the  United  States,  to  be  by  them  returned  or  permitted  to 
return  to  his  domicile  and  asylum  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 
This  motion  was  subsequently  modified  to  the  extent  that  the 
court  was  asked  to  set  aside  the  returns  of  the  sheriff  on  the 
various  bench  warrants  under  which  he  had  been  arrested,  and  to 
release  him  from  custody. 

2.  Order  of  the  Court  below.  The  court,  in  effect  sustained 
this  modified  motion,  and  ordered  that  ^^  the  cases  of  the  Common- 
wealth  of  Kentiuiky  v.  Smith  N,  Hawes^  for  embezzlement,  and 
for  uttering  forged  instruments  with  intent,  etc.,  be  continued, 
and  be  not  again  placed  on  the  docket  for  trial,  and  that  said 
Hawes  be  not  held  m  custody  until  the  further  order  of  this  court." 

From  said  order  the  Commonwealth  has  prosecuted  this 
appeal.  It  is  not  final  in  its  nature,  but,  under  tlie  provisions  of 
sections  335  and  337  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  Practice,  it  may 
nevertheless  be  reviewed  by  this  court. 

It  was  the  opinion  of  the  learned  judge  (Jackson)  who  pre- 
sided in  the  court  below,  that  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of 
1842  impliedly  prohibited  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  from  proceeding  to  try 
Hawes  for  any  other  offense  than  one  of  those  for  which  he  had 
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been  extradited,  without  first  affording  him  an  opportunity  to 
return  to  Canada,  and  that  he  could  not  be  lawfully  held  in 
custody  to  answer  a  charge  for  which  he  could  not  be  put  upon 
trial. 

The  correctness  of  this  opinion  depends  on  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  tenth  article  of  the  treat}-,  and  also  on  the  solution 
of  the  question  as  to  how  far  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  Federal 
and  State  Governments  arc  required  to  take  cognizance  of,  and 
in  proper  cases  to  give  effect  to,  treaty  stipulations  between  our 
own  and  foreign  Governments. 

3.  Treaties  as  Laws.  Section  2,  article  6  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution, declares  that  ''This  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties  made, 
or  which  shall  be  made  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  the  judges  of  every 
State  shall  be  bound  thereby,  any  thing  in  the  constitution  or  laws 
of  any  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  with  us  a  public  treaty  is  not  merely 
a  compact  or  bargain  to  be  carried  out  by  the  executive  and 
legislative  departments  of  the  General  Government,  but  a  living 
law,  operating  upon  and  binding  the  judicial  tribunals,  State  and 
Federal,  and  tliese  tribunals  are  under  tlie  same  obligation  to  notice 
and  give  it  effect,  as  they  are  to  notice  and  enforce  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  the  laws  of  Congress  made  in  pursuance  thereof. 

"  A  treaty  is  in  its  nature  a  compact  between  two  nations,  not 
a  legislative  act.  It  does  not  generally  effect  of  itself  the  object 
to  be  accomplished,  especially  so  far  as  its  object  is  infrarterrrito- 
rial,  bat  is  carried  into  execution  by  the  sovereign  powers  of 
the  respective  parties  to  the  instrument.  In  the  United  States  a 
different  principle  is  established.  Our  Constitution  declares  a 
treaty  to  be  a  law  of  the  land.  It  is  consequently  to  be  re^rded 
in  the  courts  of  justice  as  equivalent  to  an  act  of  the  Legislature 
whenever  it  operates  of  itself,  without  the  aid  of  anv  legislative 
nrovision."  {JFoster  v.  Neilaon^  2  Peters,  253,  per  Cnief  Justice 
Marshall.) 

When  it  is  provided,  by  treaty,  that  certain  acts  shall  not  be 
done,  or  that  certAin  limitations  or  restrictions  shall  not  be  disre- 
garded or  exceeded  by  the  contracting  parties,  the  compact  does 
not  need  to  be  supplemented  by  legislative  or  executive  action,  to 
authorize  the  courts  of  justice  to  decline  to  override  these  limita- 
tions, or  to  exceed  the  prescribed  restrictions,  for  the  palpable 
and  all-sufficient  reason,  that  to  do  so  would  l)e  not  only  to  violate 
the  public  faith,  but  to  transgress  the  "  supreme  law  of  the 
land." 

A  different  rule  seems  to  have  been  intimated  in  the  case  of 
Caldwell  (8  Blatchford,  C.  C.  Report,  131),  but  the  real  dedsion 
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rendered  in  that,  as  in  the  subseauent.case  of  Lawrence  (13 
Blatehford,  0.  C.  Report,  295),  deciaed  by  the  same  judge,  was, 
that  extradition  proceedings,  had  pursuant  to  the  treaty  under 
consideration,  do  not  by  their  nature  secure  to  the  person  surren- 
dered immunity  from  prosecution  for  offenses  other  than  the  one 
upon  which  the  surrender  is  made,  and  the  intimation  in  Cald- 
well's case,  that  the  judiciary  may  leave  it  to  the  executive  depart- 
ment to  interfere  to  preserve  and  protect  the  good  faith  of  the 
Government  in  a  case  like  this,  is  at  the  most  but  a  dictum.  The 
tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  is  as  follows : 


4.  The  Treaty  of  1842.—  "  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States 
and  Her  Britannic  Majesty  shall,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by 
them,  or  their  Ministers,  officers,  or  authorities,  respectively  made, 
deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons,  who,  being  charged  with  the 
crime  of  murder  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or 
piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery  or  the  utterance  of  forged 
paper,    committed  within   the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall  seek 
an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other : 
Provided^  that  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of 
criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugi- 
tive or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  appre- 
hension and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  crime  or  offense  had 
there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and  other  mag- 
istrates of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction, 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  war- 
rant for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged, 
that  he  may  be  brought  before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates, 
respectively,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be 
heard  and  considered ;  and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be 
deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper 
executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for"  the  surrender  of 
such  fugitive." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  trial  and  punishment  of  the  surrendered 
fugitive  for  crimes  other  than  those  mentioned  in  the  treaty  is  not 
prohibited  in  terms,  and  that  fact  is  regarded  as  of  controlling 
importance  by  those  who  hold  to  the  view  that  Hawes  was  not 
entitled  to  the  immunity  awarded  him  by  the  court  below.  But 
if  the  prohibition  can  be  fairly  implied  from  the  language  and 
general  scope  of  the  treaty,  considered  in  connection  with  the 
purposes  the  contracting  parties  had  in  view,  and  the  nature  of 
the  subject  about  which  tney  were  treating,  it  is  entitled  to  like 
respect,  and  will  be  as  sacredly  observed  as  though  it  was  ex- 
pressed in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms. 

20 
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'  Pablic  treaties  are  to  be  fairljr  interpreted,  and  the  intenUon 
of  the  contracting  parties  to  be  ascertained  by  the  application  of 
the  same  rules  oi  constrnction  and  the  same  course  of  reasoning 
which  we  apply  to  the  interpretation  of  private  contracts. 

5.  Implication  of  the  Treaty. —  By  the  enumeration  of  seven 
well-defined  crimes  for  which  extradition  may  be  had,  the  parties 

tlainly  excluded  the  idea  that  demand  might  be  made  as  matter 
f  right  for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  charged  with  an  offense 
ot  named  in  the  enumeration,  no  matter  how  revolting  or  wicked 
it  may  be. 

By  providing  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  a  warrant 
for  the  arrest  of  the  alleged  fugitive  may  be  issued,  and  confining 
the  duty  of  making  the  surrender  to  cases  in  which  the  evidence 
of  criminality  is  sufiicient,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  such  fugitive  is  found,  to  justify  nis  commitment  for  trial,  the 
right  of  the  demanding  Government  to  decide  finally  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  the  demand,  and  as  to  the  evidences  of  guilt,  is  as  plainly 
excluded  as  if  that  right  had  been  denied  by  express  language. 

It  would  scarcely  be  regarded  an  abuse  of  the  rules  of  constrnc- 
tion, from  these  manifest  restrictions,  unaided  by  extraneous  con- 
siderations, to  deduce  the  conclusion  that  it  was  not  contemplated 
by  the  contracting  parties  that  an  extradited  prisoner  should, 
under  any  circumstances,  be  compelled  to  defend  himself  against 
a  charge  other  than  the  one  upon  which  he  is  surrendered,  mach 
less  against  one  for  which  his  extradition  could  not  be  demanded. 
The  consequences  to  which  the  opposite  view  may  lead,  though 
by  no  means  conclusive  against  it,  are  nevertheless  to  receive  due 
and  proper  weight. 

It  would  present  a  remarkable  state  of  the  case  to  have  one  Gov- 
ernment saymg  in  substance  to  the  other :  ^'  You  cannot  demand  the 
surrender  of  a  person  charged  with  embezzlement.  My  judges  or 
other  magistrates  have  no  right  or  authority,  upon  such  a  demand, 
either  to  apprehend  the  person  so  accused,  or  to  inquire  into  the 
evidences  of  his  criminality ;  and  if  they  should  assume  to  do  so, 
and  should  find  the  evidence  sufiicient  to  sustain  the  charge,  the 
)roper  executive  authority  could  not  lawfully  issue  the  warrant 
or  his  surrender.  But  you  may  obviate  this  defect  in  the  treaty 
by  resting  your  demand  upon  the  charge  of  forgery,  and  if  you 
can  make  out  2i  prima  facie  case  against  the  fugitive,  you  may 
take  him  into  custody,  and  then,  without  a  breacn  of  faith,  and 
without  violating  either  the  letter  or  spirit  of  our  treaty,  compel 
him  to  go  to  trial  upon  the  indictment  for  the  non-extraditable 
offense  of  embezzlement." 

And  if  this  indirect  mode  of  securing  the  surrender  of  persons 
jfuilty  of  other  than  extraditable  offenses  may  be  resorted  to,  or 
if  the  demand,  when  made  in  the  utmost  good  faith,  to  secure  the 
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custody  of  a  criminal  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  can  be 
made  available  to  bring  him  to  justice  for  an  offense  for  which  he 
would  not  have  been  surrendered,  then  we  do  not  very  well  see 
how  either  Government  could  complain  if  a  lawfully  extradited 
fugitive  should  be  tried  and  convicted  of  a  political  offensa 
Prosecutions  for  the  crime  of  treason  are  no  more  provided  against 
by  the  treaty  than  prosecutions  for  the  crime  oi  embezzlement, 
or  the  offense  of  bribing  a  public  officer. 

Mr.  Fish,  in  his  letter  of  Mav  22,  1876,  to  Mr.  Hoffman,  in 
reference  to  the  extradition  of  Winslow,  attempts  to  meet  this 
difficulty  by  saying  that  ''neither  the  extradition  clause  in  the 
treatv  of  1794,  nor  in  that  of  1842,  contains  any  reference  to  im- 
munity for  political  offenses,  or  to  the  protection  of  asylum  for 
religious  refugees.  The  public  sentiment  of  both  countries  made 
it  unnecessarj'.  Between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  it 
was  not  supposed  on  either  side  that  guaranties  were  required  of 
each  other  against  a  thing  inherently  impossible,  any  more  than 
by  the  laws  of  Solon  was  a  punishment  deemed  necessary  against 
the  crime  of  parricide,  which  was  beyond  the  possibility  of  con- 
templation.^' 

But  President  Tyler,  under  whose  administration  the  treatv  of 
1842  was  concluded,  evidently  thought  that  the  guaranties  of  im- 
munity to  political  refugees  were  to  be  implied  from  the  treaty 
itself,  and  not  left  to  rest  alone  on  the  public  sentiment  of  the 
two  countries.  In  communicating  the  draft  of  the  treaty  to  the 
Senate  for  its  ratification,  speaking  of  the  subject  of  extradition, 
he  said: 

"  The  article  on  the  subject,  in  the  proposed  treaty,  is  carefully 
confined  to  such  offenses  as  all  mankind  agree  to  regard  as  hein- 
ous and  destructive  of  the  security  of  life  and  property.  In  this 
careful  and  specific  enumeration  of  crimes,  the  object  has  been  to 
exclude  all  political  offenses,  or  criminal  charges  arising  from  wars 
or  intestine  commotions.  Treason,  misprision  of  treason,  libels, 
desertion  from  military  service,  and  other  offenses  of  similar  char- 
acter, are  excluded." 

This  interpretation  was  cotemporaneous  with  the  treaty  itself, 
and  deserves  the  higher  consideration,  from  the  fact  that  it  was 
contained  in  a  paper  prepared  by  the  then  Secretary  of  State,  Mr. 
Webster,  who  represented  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
in  the  negotiations  from  which  it  resulted. 

It  seems,  also,  that  the  extradition  article  of  the  treaty  was 
understood  in  the  same  way  by  the  British  Parliament  in  1843. 
The  act  of  Parliament  of  that  year,  passed  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing it  into  effect,  directed  that  such  persons  as  should  thereafter  be 
extradited  to  the  United  States  should  be  delivered  "  to  such  per- 
son or  persons  as  shall  be  authorized,  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  to  receive  the  person  so  committed,  and  to  convey  him  to 
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the  United  States,  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  snch  person 
shall  be  so  accused." 

The  precise  purpose  for  which  the  fugitive  is  to  be  surrendered 
is  set  out  in  exact  and  apt  language,  aud  the  act  negatives,  by 
necessary  implication,  the  right  here  claimed,  that  the  person  sur- 
rendered may  be  tried  for  an  ofEense  different  from  that  for  which 
he  was  extradited,  and  one  for  which  his  surrender  could  not  have 
been  demanded. 

The  American  Executive  in  1842,  and  the  British  Parliament 
in  1843,  seem  to  have  been  impressed  with  the  conviction  that  the 
treaty  secured  to  persons  surrendered  under  its  provisions  an  im- 
munity from  trial  for  political  offenses  far  more  stable  and  effec- 
tual than  the  public  sentiment  of  the  two  countries.  Experience 
had  taught  then  that  in  time  of  intestine  strife  and  civil  commo- 
tions, the  most  enlightened  public  sentiment  may  become  warped 
and  perverted,  just  as  it  has  taught  that  man  is  sometimes  capable 
of  committing  the  unnatural  crime  of  parricide,  although  such  a 
crime  seemed  impossible  to  the  great  Athenian  law-giver. 

And  this  view  was  adhered  to  by  Congress  in  1848,  when  the 
general  laws  providing  for  the  surrender  of  persons  charged  with 
crime  to  the  various  Governments  with  which  we  had  treaty  stip- 
ulations ,on  that  subject,  were  passed.  After  setting  out  tne  nec- 
essary preliminary  steps,  it  was  provided  by  the  3d  section  of 
that  act,  "  That  it  shall  be  lawiul  for  the  Secretary  of  State, 
under  his  hand  and  seal  of  office,  to  order  the  person  so  committed 
to  be  delivered  to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  authorized, 
in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  such  foreign  Government,  to  be  tried 
for  the  crime  of  which  such  person  shall  be  so  accused." 

This,  like  the  act  of  Parliament,  declares  the  purpose  of  the 
surrender  to  be  that  the  alleged  offender  may  "  oe  tried  for  the 
crime  of  which  e^ich  person  sKaU  he  eo  accusea.^^ 

The  maxim,  eospressio  uniua  est  excltisio  aUerius^  may  with 
propriety  be  applied  to  each  of  these  acts,  and  read  in  the  light  of 
that  maxim,  they  are  persuasive  at  least  of  the  construction  which, 
up  to  1848,  the  two  contracting  parties  had  placed  on  the  tenth 
article  of  the  treaty. 

The  act  of  Congress  is,  in  one  view,  more  important  than  the 
British  act  of  1843.  It  does  not  rest  alone  on  the  proper  inter- 
pretation of  a  particular  treaty,  and  may  be  regarded  as  a  legisla- 
tive declaration  of  the  American  idea  of  the  fundamental  or  under- 
lying principles  of  the  international  practice  of  extradition. 

(i.  Extradition  only  by  Treaty  Stipulations.  —  The  ancient 

doctrine  that  a  sovereign  State  is  bound  by  tlie  law  of  nations  to 
deliver  up  persons  charged  with,  or  convicted  of  crimes  committed 
in  another  country,  upon  the  demand  of  the  State  whose  laws 
they  have  violated,  never  did  permanently  obtain  in  the  United 
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States.  It  was  supported  by  jurists  of  distinction,  like  Kent  and 
Story,  but  the  doctrine  has  long  prevailed  with  us  that  a  foreign 
Government  has  no  right  to  demand  the  surrender  of  a  violator 
of  its  laws  unless  we  are  under  obligations  to  make  the  surrender 
in  obedience  to  the  stipulations  of  an  existing  treaty.  (Lawrence's 
Wheaton's  on  International  Law,  page  233,  and  authorities  cited.) 

As  said  by  Mr.  Gushing,  in  the  matter  of  Hamilton,  a  fugitive 
from  the  justice  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  ''  It  is  the  establislied 
rule  of  tlie  United  States  neither  to  grant  nor  to  ask  for  extradi- 
tion of  criminals  as  between  us  and  any  foreign  Government, 
unless  in  cases  for  which  stipulation  is  made  by  express  conven- 
tion." (Opinions  of  Attorney-Generals,  volume  6,  page  431.) 

From  tne  treatise  of  Mr.  Clarke  on  the  subject  of  extradition, 
we  feel  authorized  to  infer  that  this  is  the  English  theory,  but 
whether  it  is  or  not,  that  Government  certainly  would  not,  in  the 
absence  of  treaty  stipulations,  surrender  fugitives  to  a  Govern- 
ment which,  like  ours,  would  refuse  to  reciprocate  its  acts  of 
comity  in  that  respect. 

The  right  of  one  Government,  to  demand  and  receive  from 
another  the  custody  of  an  offender  who  has  sought  asylum  upon 
its  soil,  depends  upon  the  existence  of  treaty  stipulations  between 
them,  and  in  all  cases  is  derived  from,  and  is  measured  and  re- 
stricted by,  the  provisions,  express  and  implied,  of  the  treaty. 
The  fugitive  Hawes,  by  becoming  an  inhabitant  of  the  Dominion 
of  Canada,  placed  himself  under  the  protection  of  British  laws, 
and  we  could  demand  his  surrender  only  in  virtue  of  our  treaty 
with  that  Government,  and  we  held  him  in  custody  for  the  pur- 
poses contemplated  by  that  treaty,  and  for  no  other. 

7.  The  Surrender  of  Hawes.  —  He  was  sun-endered  to  the 
authorities  of  Kentucky,  to  be  tried  upon  three  several  indict- 
ments for  forgery.  The  Canadian  authorities  were  of  opinion 
that  the  evidences  of  his  criminality  were  sufficient  to  justify  his 
commitment  for  trial  on  said  three  charges.  One  of  the  charges 
the  Commonwealth  voluntarily  abandoned.  He  was  tried  upon 
the  remaining  two,  and  found  not  guilty  in  each  case  by  the  jury, 
and  now  stands  acquitted  of  the  crimes  for  which  he  was  extrar- 
dited. 

It  is  true  he  was  in  court,  and  in  the  actual  custody  of  the 
officers  of  the  law  when  it  was  demanded  that  he  should  be  com- 
pelled to  plead  to  the  indictment  for  embezzlement.  But  the 
specific  purposes  for  which  the  protection  of  the  British  laws  had 
been  withdrawn  from  him  had  been  fully  accomplished,  and  he 
claimed  that,  in  view  of  that  fact,  the  period  of  his  extradition 
had  been  determined ;  that  his  further  detention  was  not  only 
nnauthorized,  but  in  violation  of  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty 
under  which  he  was  surrendered,  and  that  the  Commonwealth 
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coald  not  take  advantage  of  the  custody  in  which  he  was  then 
wrongfully  held,  to  try  and  punish  him  for  a  non-«ztraditabIe 
ofiense. 

8.  The  Doctrine  in  the  Cases  of  Caldwell  and  Lawrence.  — 

To  all  this,  it  was  answered  that  ^'  an  offender  against  the  justice 
of  his  country  can  acquire  no  rights  by  defrauding  that  justice;-' 
that  '^  between  him  and  the  justice  he  has  offended,  no  rights 
accrue  to  the  offender  by  flight.  He  remains  at  all  times,  and 
everywhere,  liable  to  be  called  to  answer  to  the  law  for  his  vio- 
lations thereof,  provided  he  comes  within  the  reach  of  its  arm.*' 
Such  is  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  of  Caldwell  and  Lawrence  (8th 
and  13th  Blatchford^s  Eeports),  and  of  the  case  of  Lagrave  (59th 
New  York).  And  if  the  cases  of  Caldwell  and  Lawrence  could 
be  freed  from  the  complications  arising  out  of  the  residence  of  the 
prisoners  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  British  Crown,  and 
the  fact  that  we  received  them  from  the  authorities  of  the  British 
Government  in  virtue  of,  and  pursuant  to,  treaty  stipulations,  it 
would  be  sound  doctrine  and  indisputable  law. 

But  did  Caldwell  or  Lawrence  come  within  the  reach  of  the 
arms  of  our  laws  ?  They  were  surrendered  to  us  by  a  foreign  sov- 
ereign to  be  tried  for  specified  crimes,  and  were  forcibly  brought 
for  the  purposes  of  those  trials  within  the  jurisdiction  of  our 
courts,  and  the  point  in  issue  was  not  whether  the  prisoners  had 
secured  immunity  by  flight,  but  whether  the  court  could  proceed 
to  try  them  without  disregarding  the  good  faith  of  the  Govern- 
ment, and  violating  the  "  supreme  law  i " 

The  legal  right  of  a  judicial  tribunal  to  exercise  jurisdiction  in 
a  given  case  must,  from  the  nature  of  things,  be  open  to  question 
at  some  stage  of  the  proceeding,  and  we  find  it  difficult  to  conceive 
of  a  person  charged  with  crime  being  so  situated  as  not  to  be  per- 
mitted to  .challenge  the  power  of  the  court  assuming  the  right  to 
try  and  punish  him. 

The  doctrine  of  the  cases  of  Caldwell  and  Lawrence  has  been 
sanctioned  by  several  prominent  British  officials  and  lawyers,  and 
has  seemingly  been  acted  upon  by  some  of  the  Canadian  courts^ 
and  in  one  instance  (that  of  Heilbronn)  by  an  English  court.  We 
say  seemingly,  for  the  reason  that  in  Great  Britain  treaties  are  re- 

farded  as  international  compacts,  with  which  in  general  the  court* 
ave  no  concern.  They  are  to  be  carried  into  enect  by  the  Exec- 
utive, and  the  proceedings  in  the  courts  are  subject  to  executive 
control  to  the  extent  necessarv  to  enable  it  to  prevent  a  breach  of 
treaty  stipulation  in  cases  of  this  kind.  Hence,  when  a  party 
charged  with  crime  claims  immunity  from  trial  on  account  of  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  under  which  he  has  been  extradited,  he 
must  apply  to  the  Executive  to  interfere,  through  the  law  officeas 
of  the  Crown,  to  stay  the  action  of  the  court ;  otherwise  it  wiH 
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not,  at  his  instance,  stop  to  inquire  as  to  the  form  of  his  arrest, 
nor  as  to  the  means  by  which  he  was  taken  into  custody. 

But  a  different  rule  prevails  with  us,  because  our  Government 
is  differently  organized.  Neither  the  Federal  nor  State  Executive 
could  interfere  to  prevent  or  suspend  the  trial  of  Hawes.  Neither 
the  Commonwealth's  attorney  nor  the  court  was  to  any  extent 
whatever  subject  to  the  direction  or  control  either  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  or  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth. 

9.  The  Right  under  a  Treaty,  —  But  the  ti'eaty  under  which 
the  alleged  immunity  was  asserted  bein^  part  of  the  supreme  law, 
the  court  had  the  power,  and  it  was  its  duty,  if  the  claim  was  well 
founded,  to  secure  to  him  its  full  benefit. 

The  question  we  have  under  consideration  has  not  been  passed 
on  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  it  therefore 
so  far  remains  an  open  one  that  we  feel  free  to  decide  it  in  accord- 
ance Mrith  the  results  of  our  own  investigations  and  reflections. 

Mr.  William  Beach  Lawrence,  in  the  14th  volume  of  the  Al- 
bany Law  Journal,  at  page  96,  on  the  authority  of  numerous 
European  writers,  said : 

^'  AH  the  right  which  a  power  asking  an  extradition  can  possibly 
derive  from  the  surrender  must  be  what  is  expressed  in  the  treaty, 
and  all  rules  of  interpretation  require  the  treaty  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued ;  and,  consequently,  when  tlie  treatv  prescribes  the  offenses 
for  which  extradition  can  be  made,  and  tne  particular  testimony 
to  be  required,  the  sufficiency  of  which  must  be  certified  to  the 
executive  authority  of  the  extraditing  country,  the  State  receiving 
the  fugitive  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over  him,  except  for  the 
specified  crime  to  which  the  testimony  applies." 

This  is  the  philosophy  of  the  rule  prevailing  in  Fmnce.  The 
French  minister  of  justice,  in  his  circular  of  April  15,  1841,  said : 
^'  The  extradition  declares  the  offense  which  leads  to  it^  and  this 
offense  alone  ought  to  be  inquired  into." 

The  rule,  as  stated  by  the  Gennan  author  Heffter,  is,  that "  The 
individual  whose  extradition  has  been  granted  cannot  be  prosecuted 
nor  tried  for  any  crime  except  that  for  which  the  extradition  has 
been  obtained.  To  act  in  any  other  way,  and  to  cause  him  to  be 
tried  for  other  crimes  or  misdemeanors,  would  be  to  violate  the 
mntnal  principle  of  asylum,  and  the  silent  clause  contained  by  im- 
plication in  eveiy  extradition." 

And  when  President  Tyler  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  treaty 
of  1842  could  not  be  used  to  secure  the  trial  and  punishment  of 
persons  charged  with  treason,  libels,  desertion  from  military  ser- 
>ace,  and  other  like  offenses,  and  when  the  British  Parliament 
and  the  American  Congress  assumed  to  provide  that  the  person 
extradited  by  their  respective  Governments  should  be  surrendered 
"  to  he  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  such  person  ehaU  be  eo  accusedy^ 
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this  dominant  principle  of  modem  extradition  was  both  recognized 
and  acted  upon. 

This  construction  of  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  is  consistent 
with  its  language  and  provisions,  and  is  not  only  in  harmony  with 
the  opinions  and  modern  practice  of  the  most  enlightened  nations 
of  Europe,  and  iust  and  proper  in  its  application,  but  necessary 
to  render  it  absolutely  certain  that  the  treaty  cannot  be  conyerted 
into  an  instrument  by  which  to  obtain  the  custody  and  secure  the 
punishment  of  political  offenders. 

UK  Application  to  the  Case  of  Hawes.  —  Hawes  placed  him- 
self under  the  guardianship  of  the  Britisli  laws,  by  becoming  an 
inhabitant  of  Canada.  We  took  him  from  the  protection  of  those 
laws  under  a  special  agreement,  and  for  certain  named  and  desig- 
nated purposes.  To  continue  him  in  custody  after  the  accom- 
plishment of  those  purposes,  and  with  the  object  of  extending  the 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  our  courts  beyond  the  tenns  of  the  special 
agreement,  would  be  a  plain  violation  of  the  faith  of  the  trans- 
action, and  a  manifest  disregard  of  the  conditions  of  the  extradition. 

He  is  not  entitled  to  personal  immunity  in  consequence  of  bis 
flight.  We  may  yet  try  him  under  each  and  all  of  the  indict- 
ments for  embezzlement,  and  for  uttering  foiged  paper,  if  he 
comes  voluntarily  within  the  jurisdiction  ot  our  laws,  or  if  we  can 
reach  him  tlirough  the  extradition  clause  of  tlie  Federal  Consti- 
tution, or  througli  the  comity  of  a  foreign  Government. 

But  wo  had  no  right  to  add  to,  or  enlarge  (he  conditions  and 
lawful  consequences  of  his  extradition,  nor  to  extend  our  special 
and  limited  right  to  hold  him  in  custody  to  answer  the  three 
charges  of  forgery,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  him  for  offenses 
other  than  those  for  which  he  was  extradited. 

11.  The  Conclusion.  —  We  conclude  that  the  court  below 
correctly  refused  to  try  Hawes  for  any  of  the  offenses  for  which 
he  stood  indicted,  except  for  the  .three  charges  of  forgery  men- 
tioned in  the  warrant  of  extradition,  and  that  it  prouerly  dib- 
charged  him  from  custody. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  approved  and  afUrmed. 

The  above,  with  the  exception  of  the  side  headings  which  have 
been  added  as  a  convenience  to  the  reader,  is  in  the  exact  lan- 
guage used  by  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals.  The  legfl  propo- 
sitions established  by  the  case  are  these : 

1.  That  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  contains  an  implied  exemption 
of  a  party,  demanded  and  surrendered  under  its  provisions,  from 
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trial  or  punishment  for  any  offense,  committed  prior  to  his  extra- 
dition,  other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  so  demanded  and  sur- 
rendered, until  he  shall  have  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to 
the  country  from  which  he  was  thus  removed. 

2.  That,  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  being  a 
part  of  "  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  a  party  extradited  under 
anyone  of  these  treaties,  and  subsequently  arraigned  before  a 
court,  is  entitled  to  appeal  to  the  treaty  as  a  law  in  making  his 
defense,  and  that  the  court  is  bound  to  secure  to  him  all  the  rights 
secured  to  him  by  the  treaty  under  which  he  was  extradited, 
whether  these  rights  are  thus  secured  in  express  terms,  or  by 
reasonable  implication  from  such  terms. 

These  propositions  are  in  direct  antagonism  to  the  ruling  of 
Judge  Benedict  in  the  cases  of  CaldweU  and  Lawrence^  and  that 
of  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Lagra/ve. 
21 
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CHAPTER  Xn. 

THB  CA8B  OF  WATTS. 

The  case  of  The  United  States  v.  Watts,  14  Fed.  Rep.  130, 
was,  in  1882,  considered  and  decided  by  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  California.  Judge  Hoffman  de- 
livered the  following  opinion : 

1.  The  Plea  and  Demurrer.  —  The  prisoner,  having  been 
arraigned  on  three  indictments  found  against  him  in  this  court, 
interposed  a  plea  to  the  juiisdiction  of  the  court  to  the  effect  that 
he  had  been  extradited  by. Great  Britain  at  the  request  of  the 
United  States ;  that  the  offenses  charged  in  the  requisition,  and 
on  which  he  has  been  surrendered,  are  other  and  different  offenses 
from  those  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  which  he  is  now  called  on 
to  plead ;  and  that  the  said  last  mentioned  offenses  are  not  men- 
tioned or  enumerated  in  the  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain ;  wherefore  he  says  that  he  cannot  and  ought 
not  to  be  put  on  his  trial  for  such  offenses,  or  restrained  of  liis 
liberty,  except  to  answer  to  the  offenses  for  which  he  was  extra- 
dited. The  validity  of  the  claim  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  pris- 
oner depends  on  the  solution  of  two  questions :  First.  What  is 
the  true  construction  of  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  ?  Second.  How  far 
are  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  States 
required  to  take  cognizance  of,  and  in  proper  cases  give  effect  to, 
treaty  stipulations  between  our  own  and  foreign  GovemmentB  i 

2.  Two  Preliminary  Propositions.  —  At  the  outset  of  this 
discussion  two  propositions  may  be  laid  down  as  incontrovertible : 

First  Whatever  speculative  views  may  have  been  taken  by 
jurists  of  America  as  to  the  duty  of  sovereign  States,  on  grounds 
of  comity  or  by  the  laws  of  nations,  to  deliver  up  fugitives  on  the 
demand  of  foreign  States  whose  laws  they  are  cnarged  with  hav- 
ing violated,  in  nie  United  States  it  has  long  been  the  established 
rule  "  neither  to  grant  nor  to  ask  for  extradition  of  criminals,  as 
between  us  and  anv  foreign  Government,  unless  in  cases  for  which 
stipulations  have  been  made  by  express  convention."  (6  Op. 
Attv.  Gen.  431 ;  Coyn.  v.  IlaweSy  13  Ky.  697 ;  Holmes^  Case^ 
14  P(it.  593 ;  Law.  Wheat.  Intemat.  Law,  233.) 

Second.  "  A  treaty  is  in  its  nature  a  compact  between  two  na- 
tions, not  a  legislative  act    It  does  not  generally  effect  of  itself 
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the  object  to  be  accomplished,  except  so  far  as  its  object  is  infra- 
territorial,  but  is  carried  into  execution  bj  the  soverei^  powers 
of  the  respective  parties  to  the  instrument.  In  the  [Jnited  States 
a  different  principle  is  established.  Our  Constitution  declares  a 
treaty  to  be  the  law  of  the  land.  It  is  consequently  to  be  re- 
garded in  the  courts  of  justice  as  equivalent  to  an  act  of  the  Leg- 
islature whenever  it  operates  of  itself  without  the  aid  of  any  leg- 
islative provision."  {Foster  v.  Neilson^  2  Pot.  253,  per  Chief 
Justice  Marshall.)  "  When,  therefore,  it  is  provided  by  treaty 
that  certain  acts  shall  be  done,  or  that  certain  limitations  and  re- 
strictions shall  not  be  disregarded  or  exceeded  by  the  contracting 
f>artie8,  the  compact  does  not  need  to  be  supplemented  by  legis- 
ative  or  executive  action,  to  authorize  the  courts  of  justice  to 
decline  to  override  those  limitations,  or  to  exceed  the  prescribed 
restrictions,  for  the  palpable  and  all  sufficient  I'eason  that  to  do  so 
would  be,  not  only  to  violate  the  public  faith,  but  to  transgress 
the  ^supreme  law  of  the  land.'"     {Com,  v.  Hawes^  13  Ky.  702.) 

It  results  as  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  duty  imposed  on  the 
courts  to  respect  and  obey  the  stipulations  of  a  treaty  as  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land,  that  they  are  also  charged  with  the  duty 
of  determining  its  meaning  and  effect,  and  this  duty  they  must  con- 
scientiously and  firmly  perform,  even  though  the  construction 
they  feel  compelled  to  give  to  it  should  differ  from  that  given  to 
it  by  the  political  branch  of  the  Government. 


3,  The  Winslow  Correspondence. — In  the  long  and  very  able 
correspondence  between  Mr.  Fish  and  Lord  Derby,  with  reference 
to  the  extradition  of  Winslow,  the  position  apparently  assumed 
by  the  latter  at  the  outset,  to  the  effect  that  the  British  Govern- 
ment might,  by  act  of  Parliament,  modify  and  introduce  new 
conditions  into  an  existing  treaty  with  the  United  States,  without 
the  assent  of  the  latter,  seems  to  have  been  virtually  abandoned. 
The  ground  finally  taken  by  Lord  Derby  was  that — 

"  The  act  of  Parliament  in  question  (that  of  1870)  imposed  no 
condition  new  in  substance  upon  the  treaty  of  1842,  inasmuch  as 
the  true  meaning  of  that  treaty  is  that  a  person  accused  of  a  speci- 
fied crime  or  specified  crimes  shall  bo  delivered  up  to  be  tried  for 
the  crime  or  crimes  of  which  he  is  accused,  and  an  a^^reement 
between  the  two  powers  that  the  right  of  asylum  equally  valued 
by  both  shall  be  withdrawn  only  in  respect  of  certain  specified 
offenses,  implies  as  plainly  as  if  it  were  expressed  in  distinct 
words  that  in  respect  of  the  offense  or  offenses  laid  to  his  charge, 
and  such  offense  or  offenses  only,  is  the  right  of  asylum  with- 
drawn ;  and  that  as  a  consequence,  independently  of  the  act  of 


1B4:  THE  CASE  OF  WATTS. 

1S70,  it  is  the  duty  of  each  Government  to  see  that  the  treaty  ob- 
ligations in  that  respect  are  recognized  and  observed  by  the  re- 
ceiving power."     (Lord  Derby  to  CoL  Hoffman,  June  30,  1876.) 

Mr.  Fisli,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  the  receiving 
power  has  the  right,  if  so  inclined,  after  having  tried  the  extra- 
dited person  on  the  charge  on  which  he  has  been  snrrenderetl 
with  a  bona  fide  intent  and  effort  to  convict  him  on  that  one 
charge,  to  try  him  for  any  other  offense  of  which  he  may  have 
been  guilty.  (Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  Hoffman,  May  22,  1876 ;  Mes- 
saffe  &  Doc.  Dep.  State,  1876-77.) 

With  this  important  and  irreconcilable  divergence  of  opinion 
between  these  eminent  statesmen  the  correspondence  terminated, 
and  the  United  States  for  a  time  declined  to  make  or  entertain 
any  demand  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  under  the  treaty. 
That  it  has  since  gone  into  operation  is  evident ;  but  upon  what 
adjustment,  if  any,  of  the  coatroverted  question  the  court  is  not 
informed.  But  it  is  understood  that  the  assertion  by  the  district 
attorney  of  the  right  and  of  his  purpose  to  try  the  prisoner  for 
offenses  other  than  those  for  which  he  was  surrenderea,  and  which 
are  not  extradition  crimes,  is  not  made  under  express  instructions 
from  the  Government.  The  court,  however,  mnst  regard  him  as 
its  representative,  and  as  acting  under  its  authority,  and  must  de- 
termine the  question  submitted  to  it  as  if  his  action  were  taken 
by  its  express  direction. 

There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  when  the  treaty  was  nego- 
tiated Lord  Ashburton  or  Mr.  Webster  intended  that  the  rights 
it  conferred,  or  the  obligations  it  imposed,  should  be  other  than 
those  usually  considered  to  result  from  similar  agreements  for  the 
extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice.  The  opinions,  therefore, 
of  jurisconsults  and  writers  oi  eminence  on  international  law 
may  profitably  be  considered,  to  ascertain  what,  in  their  judg- 
ment, are  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  receiving  power  to  whom 
a  fugitive  has  been  surrendered  for  trial  for  a  specified  offense. 

4.  Opinions  of  Jurisconsnlts.  —  In  the  memorable  debate  in 
the  House  of  Lords  on  Earl  Granville's  motion  for  further  cor- 
respondence respecting  extradition,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  an 
elaborate  defense  of  the  position  assumed  by  Lord  Derby,  i-e- 

1)roduces  the  opinions  of  the  great  jurists  of  the  continent  whom 
le  had  consulted.  He  cites  Foelix,  Kluit  and  Ileffter,  and  a  case 
mentioned  in  Dalloz's  Jurisprudence.  It  is  unnecessary  to  en- 
cumber this  opinion  by  inserting  at  length  the  various  citations 
from  those  authorities  contained  in  the  speech  of  his  Lordship. 
It  will  be  sufficient  to  state  one  of  the  general  rules  laid  down  by 
Foelix :  '*  The  person  who  is  surrendered  cannot  be  prosecuted  or 
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idemned  except  for  the  crime  in  respect  to  wliicli  liis  extradi- 
<i  has  been  obtained."  The  other  authorities  are  equally  ex- 
lit.  Indeed,  there  seeuia,  so  far  ae  I  can  discover,  a  coiumon 
\^H8U8  of  jurists  on  the  subject.  (See  10  Anier.  Law  liev. 
i,  and  authorities  cited.) 

[n  the  circular  of  the  Irench  Minister  of  Justice  of  1841,  tlie 
ory  of  the  French  law  on  the  point  under  consideration  is  lidd 
*n  with  great  fulness :  "  The  order  of  extradition,"  he  says, 
tatee  the  act  upon  wliicLi  it  is  founded,  and  that  act  alone  slionld 
investigated ;  whence  it  follows  tliat  if  during  the  trial  of  the 
me  for  which  extradition  has  been  granted,  proofs  are  discov- 
d  of  another  crime,  a  new  demand  in  extradition  must  he 
de."  He  goea  further  and  holds  that  even  if  the  surrender 
made  for  a  crime  and  also  for  a  misdemeanor,  the  accused  can 
y  be  put  upon  his  trial  for  the  former.  After  observing  that 
^tradition  should  never  be  claimed  or  granted  for  trifling  of- 
ses,  he  adds  :  "  II  faut  une  raison  pnissante  pour  faire  recher- 
:r  Bur  la  terre  etrangi^re  I'homme  qui  a'est  puni  par  I'^Ioigne- 
nt  volontairo  de  sa  patrie." 

'  Extradition  can  only  be  admitted  with  regard  to  a  person  ae- 
ed  of  an  act  punishable  with  severe  and  degrading  ptmislimont 
ine  afiictive  ou  infamante);  tliat  is  to  Bay,  of  a  crime  other 
u  a  political  crime,  and  not  of  a  misdemeanor  {delit).  It  fol- 
rs  that  if  extradition  has  been  obtained  of  a  person  accused  at 
«  of  a  crime  and  a  misdemeanor,  be  ought  not  to  be  put  on 
trial  for  tlie  misdemeanor,"  (Cited  in  Clarke,  Extrad.  c.  11, 
161.)  This  rule  wonld  a  fortiori  apply  when  it  ia  proposed 
try  the  person  extradited  for  an  offense  for  which  his  siirrL'nder 
Id  not  have  been  asked  and  would  not  have  been  granted. 
t  is  manifest  from  the  foregoing  that  the  position  taken  by 
rd  Derby  finds  abundant  support  in  the  opinions  of  continental 
ists,  and  in  the  practical  interpretation  given  by  Franco  to  the 
hts  acquired  by  the  extradition  of  a  criminal. 

i.  The  Treaty  of  18J2.  —  I  now  come  to  the  treaty  itself, 
snnmeratea  seven  crimes  for  which  the  surrender  of  the  fugi- 
3  may  be  demanded.  It  will  not  be  disputed  that  this  enumei-a- 
1  is  exclusive,  and  that  the  fugitive  can  bo  demanded  for  the 
imerated  crimes  and  for  none  others.  Xo  clearer  case  for  the 
tlic&tionoithet&ia\\iwri\\Qexpressiouniu3estexclusio  ali^rius 
.  easily  be  imagined.  But  if  any  doubt  be  felt  on  the  point  it 
i  be  dissipated  by  adverting  to  the  language  of  President  Tyler 
ilia  message  communicating  the  treaty  to  Congress: 

'  The  article  on  the  subject  in  the  proposed  treaty  is  carefully 
ifined  to  such  ofEenses  as  all  mankind  agree  to  regard  as  hein- 
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OU8  and  destructive  of  the  security  of  life  and  property.  In  this 
careful  and  specific  enumeration  of  crimes,  the  object  has  been  to 
exchide  all  political  offenses  and  criminal  charges  ai*ising  from 
wars  or  intestine  commotions.  Treason,  misprision  of  treason, 
libels,  desertions  from  military  service  and  other  ofienses  of  a 
similar  character  are  excluded." 

It  is  true  that  the  treaty  does  not  in  terms  prohibit  the  ti-ial  of 
the  surrendered  fugitive  for  crimes  other  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  treaty. 

"  But  [as  is  well  said  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kentucky  in 
Com,  v.  I[awes]y  if  the  prohibition  can  be  fairly  implied  from 
the  language  and  general  scope  of  the  treaty,  considered  in  con- 
nection with  the  purposes  the  contracting  parties  had  in  view, 
and  the  nature  of  the  subject  about  which  they  were  treating,  it 
is  entitled  to  like  respect  and  will  be  as  sacredly  observed  as 
though  it  were  expressed  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms."  (13 
Ky.  704.) 

To  what  end  is  this  careful  and  exclusive  enumeration  of  of- 
fenses, if,  after  surrender  for  any  one  of  them,  the  pei-son  may 
be  tried  for  other  offenses  not  included  in  the  enumeration  ?  A  nd 
what,  on  such  a  construction,  becomes  of  the  guaranty  and  safe- 
guard relied  on  by  President  Tyler  i  Can  it  be  supposed  that 
the  eminent  persons  by  whom  the  treaty  was  negotiated  in  effect 
said  to  each  other : 

"  Ton  shall  not  demand  nor  will  we  surrender  a  fugitive  except 
for  the  enumerated  offenses;  but  if  you  can  make  out  a  prima 
facie  case  against  him  for  an  extradition  crime,  you  may,  after 
trying  him  for  that  crime  and  after  an  acquittal,  which  may  show 
that  he  never  should  have  been  demanded  or  surrendered,  try 
him  for  any  other  offense  he  may  have  committed?  " 

Nor  is  it  easy  to  see  how  the  surrendered  person  is  protected 
from  trial  for  a  political  offense,  if  this  construction  of  tne  ti-eatr 
be  admitted.  If  he  can  be  tried  without  violating  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  treaty  for  any  non-enumerated  offense,  why  not  for 
a  political  offense  ?  It  has  been  said  that  public  sentiment  in 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  would  render  such  a  proceed- 
ing impossible.  But  President  Tyler  rested  the  guaranties  of 
immunity  to  political  refugees  on  something  more  stable  and  re- 
liable than  the  prevailing  public  sentiment  of  either  country.  Ue 
evidently  thought  that  they  were  to  be  implied  from  the  treaty 
itself. 
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It  has  been  urged  that  the  right  of  asylum  for  political  offend- 
ers is  so  universally  recognized  as  sacred  and  inviolable  that  an 
infringement  of  it  was,  like  a  parricide  at  Athens,  not  to  be 
treated  as  possible.  But  jurists  of  the  same  country  are  not 
always  agreed  as  to  wha;t  constitutes  a  political  offense.  Hot  on 
a  question  so  often  difficult  and  delicate  can  il  be  expected  that 
two  Governments  will  always  be  of  one  mind.  If,  then,  the  right 
of  the  receiving  power  to  try  the  surrendered  person  for  any  of- 
fense of  which  he  may  have  been  guilty  (havmg  first  tried  him 
honajlde  for  the  extradition  offensej  be  admitted,  it  might  well 
happen  that  the  receiving  power  mignt  in  perfect  good  faith  hold 
the  prisoner  to  answer  for  an  offense  wnich  the  surrendering 
power  would  consider  strictly  political  in  its  character.  But  the 
treaty  is  explicit  that  the  surrendering  power  is  the  sole  and  final 
judge,  not  only  of  the  adequacy  of  the  proofs  submitted  on  a  de- 
mand for  a  surrender,  but  of  the  question  whether  the  facts  proved 
constitute  an  extradition  offense  under  its  laws,  and  especially 
whether  under  those  laws  the  offense  is  political  in  its  character. 
On  the  construction  contended  for  this  right  would  practically  be 
denied,  and  the  immunity  of  political  offendei'S  so  jealously 
maintained  and  carefully  guarded  by  both  the  contracting  parties 
might  thus  effectually  be  destroyed. 

6.  Legislation  to  execute  the  Treaty.  —  The  legislation  of 
both  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  appears  to  have  given 
a  practical  construction  to  the  treaty  in  accordance  with  the  views 
I  am  attempting  to  maintain.  The  British  act  of  Parliament  of 
1843,  which  was  passed  to  carry  into  effect  the  treaty  of  the  pre- 
ceding year,  provides  (section  3)  that  "  upon  the  certificate  of  a 
justice  of  the  peace,"  etc.,  ^'  it  shall  be  lawful  for  one  of  Her  Ma- 
jesty's principal  secretaries  of  State,  *  *  *  by  warrant, 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  order  the  person  so  committed  to  be 
delivered  to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  authorized,  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States,  to  receive  the  person  so  committed, 
and  to  convey  such  person  to  the  territories  of  the  United  States 
to  be  tried  far  tJiS  crime  of  which  such  person  sh/Ul  he  so  accibsed.^^ 
The  words  "  and  for  that  crime  alone,  or  "  for  none  other,"  are 
not,  it  is  true,  found  in  the  act,  but  the  motive  and  object  of  the 
surrender  are  so  explicitly  stated  that  the  statute,  on  every  prin- 
ciple of  fair  and  rational  interpretation,  should  be  construed  as  if 
those  or  equivalent  words  had  been  inserted.  The  language  of 
our  own  act  of  Congress  of  1848  is  identical  with  that  of  the 
British  act.  It  directs  the  person  so  committed  to  be  delivered, 
etc.,  "  to  he  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  suchpersork,  shall  he  so 
ixccused,^^ 

The  same  language  is  used  in  the  warrant  under  which  the  fu- 
gitive is  surrendered.    But  if,  by  a  fair  construction  of  the  treaty, 
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the  extradited  person,  after  being  tried  for  the  oflEense  of  which 
he  has  been  "so  accused,"  maybe  tried  for  any  other  offense, 
neither  the  law  nor  the  warrant  express  the  whole  object  of  the 
surrender.  Will  it  be  contended  that  any  Secretary  of  State  would 
venture,  under  tlie  act,  to  issue  a  warrant  directing  the  surrender 
of  the  fugitive  to  be  tried  for  the  offense  of  which  he  has  been  ac- 
cused, and,  after  such  trial,  to  be  tried  for  any  other  offense  which 
may  be  charged  against  him  i  To  put  this  question  is  to  answer 
it. 

?•  Judicial  Anthorities.  —  I  will  now  briefly  advert  to  the 
authorities.  The  first  to  which  I  shall  refer  is  the  case  of  Conu  v. 
ffa/weSj  already  frequently  cited  in  this  opinion,  and  the  able, 
conclusive  judgment  in  which  I  have  freely  availed  myself  of, 
without,  I  fear,  adding  much  to  its  force.  The  prisoner  had  been 
surrendered  by  theautnorities  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  for  the 
crime  of  forgery.  On  tliis  charge  he  had  been  tried  and  acquitted. 
He  was  then  required  to  plead  to  an  indictment  for  embezzlement. 
The  court  refused  to  try  him  for  that  offense,  and  directed  his 
discharge.  The  ruling  of  the  court  was  unanimously  affirmed  on 
appeal  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky.  It  will  be  noted 
that  this  decision  was  rendered  in  April,  1878,  long  subsequently 
to  the  correspondence  between  Mr.  Fish  and  Lord  Derby,  and 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  decisions  in  OaldwdTs  Case^  and  Lauy- 
reliefs  Caae^  hereafter  to  be  noticed.  It  will  also  be  observed 
tliat  in  this  case  a  State  court  declined  jurisdiction  of  an  offense 
committed  within  the  territory  of  a  State.  The  court  holds:  (1) 
That  the  trial  of  extradited  criminals  for  crimes  other  than  those 
named  in  the  treaty  and  in  the  warrant  of  extradition  is  not 
prohibited  in  terms  by  the  treaty  of  1842 ;  but  such  prohibition 
IS  clearly  implied  from  the  language  and  general  scope  of  the 
treaty,  and  this  prohibition  should  be  as  sacredly  observed  as 
though  it  were  expressed  in  clear  and  unambiguous  language. 
(2)  The  right  of  one  Government  to  demand  and  receive  fix>ui 
another  the  custody  of  an  offender  who  has  sought  an  asylum 
upon  its  soil,  depends  upon  the  existence  of  treaty  stipulations 
between  them,  and  in  all  cases  is  derived  from^  and  is  measured 
and  restricted  by,  the  provisionsj  express  or  imjpliedj  of  the 
treaty. 

The  same  conclusion  was  reached  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
York  in  the  case  of  Adriance  v.  I/igrave.  1  Hun,  689.  The  court 
holds  that  — 

"  When  the  defendant  was  extradited  it  was  for  the  purpose 
of  answering  the  crime  mentioned  in  the  proceedings  taken  against 
him,  and  for  no  other  purpose  whatsoever.  As  to  all  other  mat- 
ters, being  absolutely  beyond  the  reach  of  the  laws  of  this  State, 
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:  was  abeolntel;  entitled  to  his  freedom.  He  was  extradited  for 
single  special  piirpoBe,  that  of  being  tried  for  the  crime  for  the 
iiimiasion  of  which  he  was  removed  from  the  protection  of  the 
«s  of  France.     Beyond  that,  ho  was  entitled  to  tlie  protection 

those  iawa  so  far  as  his  personal  liberty  would  have  been  se- 
red  by  them  in  case  no  removal  of  his  person  had  been  made. 

the  language  of  the  treaty,  he  was  delivered  "up  to  justice" 
cause  lie  was  accused  of  one  of  tlie  crimes  which  it  enumerated, 
d  it  was  implied  iu  his  surrender  that  he  should  be  at  liberty  to 
turn  again  to  France  when  the  purposes  of  justice  had  been  per- 
rined  in  the  charge  made  agamst  him.  The  nature  of  tlie 
iaty,  as  well  as  good  faith  witli  the  foreign  power  entering  into 

will  permit  no  other  conetmetion." 

The  prisoner  was  in  tliis  case  discharged  from  arrest  on  civil 
ocess.      This  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals 

59  N.  Y.  110,  but  not  upon  any  claim  that  on  the  principles 

intemational  law  or  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  a  prosecution 
r  an  offense  other  than  tlie  offense  for  which  surrender  has  been 
tde  was  permissible.  On  the  contrary,  the  immunity  claimed 
pronounced  by  the  court  "  eminently  just  in  principle."  The 
dsion  turned  npon  the  supposed  inability  of  the  court  to  inter- 
0.  After  referring  to  the  British  act  of  1870,  the  com-t  ob- 
■ves: 

"  Congress  doubtless  has  power  to  pass  an  act  similar  to  the 
igliah  act  referred  to,  as  the  whole  subject  is  confided  to  the 
deral  Government.  It  has  exereised  this  power  by  passing  an 
;  to  protect  fugitive  criminals  from  lawless  violence."  (15  St. 
Large,  337.)  "  That  these  provisions  ought  to  be  extended  to 
olection  from  other  prosecutions  or  detentions  I  do  not  doubt ; 
(  utUU  this  is  done  oy  the  laio-making  power  by  treat;/  or  stat- 
!,  we  feel  constrained  to  hold  that  the  courts  cannot  interfere." 

The  question  whether  the  treaty  did  not  contain  by  necessary 
plication  a  prohibition  against  the  prosecution  of  the  offender 
'  any  other  crime  than  that  for  which  he  is  surrendered  docs 
t  seem  to  have  been  considered  by  the  court,  and  much  reliance 
placed  on  the  supposed  interpretation  of  the  treaty  by  the  law 
icers  of  the  Crown  in  Burlei/'s  Case  —  a  case  bo  frequently 
intioned  in  the  correspondence  between  Mr.  Fish  and  Lord 
!rby.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  was  rendered  in 
71,  long  prior  to  the  protracted  and  exhaustive  discussion  of 
I  whole  question  in  that  correspondence  and  the  debates  in  the 
iDse  of  lA>rds.  It  may  be  added  that  two  judges,  one  of  whom 
a  Mr.  Justice  Foloke,  the  present  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
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The  Case  of  Caldwell,  8  Blatclif.  13t,  npon  the  authority 
which  the  subaequent  Case  of  Lawrence  was  decided  by  the  sai 
judge,  appears  to  liave  been  treated  by  him  aa  a  queetion,  not 
jiiriBdiction,  but  of  privilege  from  arreet.  The  provisions  of  t 
treaty,  and  the  questioD  coneidered  by  the  Kentucky  court  as 
prohibitions  impliedly  contained  in  it,  do  not  appear  to  have  be 
considered,  nor  is  any  reference  made  to  the  rulea  of  intemalioi 
law,  tlie  opiiiionB  of  foreign  jurists,  or  the  practice  of  civiliz 
natioiia.  The  opinion  Bceuia  to  proceed  on  tne  erroneous  sup] 
sition  that  Great  Britain  had  definitely  acr|niesced  in  the  constn 
tion  contended  for ;  and  the  Case  of  rIeilbronn,tai\i\\y  ex^Xaln 
in  subsequent  discussions,  is  cited  as  a  precedent,  if  not  an  i 
thority.  The  decision,  it  may  be  added,  was  rendered  in  18' 
live  years  before  the  Case  of  Wirislow  arose.  With  tlie  great' 
respect  for  the  eminent  juage  who  decided  this  case,  I  am  co 
pelicd  to  dissent  from  hie  conclusions. 

The  suggestion  of  the  learned  Attorney-General,  in  hisopini 
on  the  Case  of  Lawrence,  that  it  was  intended  at  least  by  Jt 
Webster,  by  Wiiora  the  treaty  was  probably  drawn,  to  extend  t 
practice  with  which  he  was  familiar  in  cases  of  surrender  of  f  u 
tives  from  justice  between  the  States  to  cases  of  f^itivee  cso 
ing  into  Canada,  admits  of  an  obvious  answer,  "nie  States 
tliia  Union  do  not  occupy  toward  each  other  the  relation  of  f 
eign  States,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  applied  to  Gr 
Britain  or  France.  All  the  citizens  of  the  States  are  citizens 
the  United  States.  They  are  in  no  souse  ahens  to  each  otb 
The  distribution  of  powers  between  the  States  and  the  Fedc 
Government  requires  that  offenses  a^inst  State  laws  should 
prosecuted  within  the  jurisdiction,  the  laws  of  wiiich  have  be 
violated,  but  no  right  of  asylum  is  gained  by  flight  into  anoll 
State.  If  the  offender  has'violatcd  the  laws  of  the  United  Stat 
he  may  be  arrested  without  requisition  or  extradition  where^ 
found  within  the  limits  of  the  Union. 

The  act  of  Congress  passed  to  carry  into  effect  the  consti 
tional  provision  for  surrender  of  fugitives  between  the  Stat 
enacts  that  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  a 
State  or  Territory,  for  the  surrender  of  any  fugitive  from  justi 
and  on  the  production  of  an  indictment  found,  or  an  aBida 
made  before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory  chai^np  1 
person  demanded  ^^with  treason,  felony  or  other  erijiif,  certiS 
as  authentic  by  the  Governor  or  chief  magistrate  of  the  State 
Territory  from  whence  the  person  so  charged  has  fled,  it  shall 
the  duty  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory 
which  such  person  has  fled  to  cause  him  to  be  arrested,"  eta  I 
dcr  this  statute  it  has  been  held  that  no  inquiry  into  the  proba! 
guilt  of  the  fugitive  can  be  made.  The  only  inquiry  is  wlietl 
the  warrant  on  which  he  ia  arrested  states  that  the  fugitive  1 
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een  demanded  bj  the  exeentive  of  the  State  from  which  he  is 
lleged  to  have  Qea,  and  that  a  copj  of  the  indictment,  or  an  afli- 
avit  charging  hitn  with  having  committed  "  treason,  felony,  or 
ther  crime,"  tertitied  by  the  executive  demanding  him  as  anthen- 
c,  has  been  presented.  Whatever  the  statutes  of  the  demanding 
lata  make  iudictable  is  a  crime  within  the  Constitution  and  law 
£  Oongrcss  on  the  subject.  {In  the  Matter  of  Clark,  9  Wend. 
12.)  Aa  the  fugitive  may  bedemanded  for  any  crime,  and  as  the 
irrendering  State  has  no  power  to  inquire  into  his  probable  guilt, 
r  whether  the  crime  for  which  he  is  demanded  is  made  sncli  by 
8  own  laws,  it  follows  that  when  surrendered  he  may  be  tried 
ir  any  crime  be  may  have  committed.  But  ttiat  fact  lends  no 
juntenance  whatever  to  a  similar  claim  on  the  part  of  the  re- 
viving power  under  an  extradition  treaty  with  a  foreign  nation. 

8.  Power  of  Courts  to  Secure  the  Immunity. —  It  remains  to 
B  determined  whether  the  immunity  from  prosecution  for  crimes 
ther  than  tliat  for  which  the  fugitive  has  been  surrendered  can 
B  enforced  by  the  court,  or  only  by  the  intervention  of  the  po- 
tical  branch  of  the  Government.  This  point  has  already  been 
icidentaily  considered.  If  I  am  right  in  supposing,  with  tlie 
tourt  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  that  the  treaty,  ny  necessary  im- 
lication,  pronibita  the  trial  of  the  offender  for  any  offense  but 
lat  for  which  he  has  been  extradited,  the  question  is  answered. 
'he  treaty  is  "  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  hs  binding  on 
le  courts  as  a  statutory  enactment.  If  it  contained  an  express 
rohibition  the  conrt  would,  beyond  doubt,  be  deprived  of  jnris- 
iction.  If  by  a  just  and  reasonable  interpretation  the  proliibi- 
on  must  be  implied,  the  same  result  follows. 

It  may  be  added  that,  assuming  that  the  receiving  power  has 
o  right  to  try  the  fugitive  except  for  the  offense  for  winch  he  has 
een  surrendered,  tiie  immunity  so  guaranteed  is  a  right  of  the 
risoner,  and  can  be  far  more  surely  and  c^onvenienily  asserted 
efore  the  courts  than  by  diplomatic  intervention.  The  wealthy 
ad  influential  criminal  might  generally  be  able  to  secure  tlie  in- 
trposition  of  the  suiTsndering  Government  for  bis  protection. 
!ut  the  poor  and  obscure  offender  might  have  no  means  of  draw- 
ig  the  attention  of,  that  Government  to  his  case.  It  would  be 
leonvenient,  if  not  imposiaible,  for  the  ambassador  of  the  snrren- 
ering  power  to  keep  his  eye  on  every  case  of  an  extradited  fiigi- 
ve  with  a  view  of  interposing  in  case  he  should  be  put  to  trial 
>r  any  other  crime  than  that  for  which  he  was  surrendered.  If 
le  pnrtection  of  the  fugitive  he  left  solely  to  the  political  or 
cecutive  power,  the  attempt  to  do  so  would  be  attended  by  pecu- 
ar  difliculties. 

In  cases  wliere  the  extradition  has  been  obtained  for  an  offense 
^inst  the  laws  of  the  United  States  the  President  could  easily 
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interfere,  by  directing  the  district  attorney  to  abandon  tlie  prose- 
cution. But  when  the  criminal  has  been  surrendered  for  an  of- 
fense against  the  laws  of  a  State  (as  most  frequently  happens), 
neither  lie  nor  the  Governor  of  a  State  has  any  such  power.  The 
latter  may  pardon,  but  he  cannot  control  the  district  attorney  or 
the  court.  In  his  correspondence  with  Lord  Derby,  Mr.  Fish 
declared  his  inability  to  give  the  assurance  demanded  by  the  lat- 
•ter.  If,  therefore,  the  immunitv  of  the  fugitive  cannot  be  en- 
forced by  the  courts,  it  can  in  the  United  IStates  be  effectively 
secured  only  by  an  amendment  to  the  treaty  or  by  an  act  of  Con- 
gress,  as  suggested  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  ^ew  York  in  the 
case  heretoS)re  cited.  But  this,  for  tne  reasons  I  have  given,  I 
believe  to  be  unnecessary. 

The  only  question  presented  for  decision  in  the  present  case  is 
whether  a  surrendered  fugitive  may  be  tried  for  an  offense  other 
than  an  "  extradition  crime."  The  principles  attempted  to  be 
maintained,  and  the  authorities  cited,  prohibit  his  trial  for  any 
other  offense  than  that  for  which  he  has  been  surrendered.  This 
prohibition,  if  rigorously  applied,  might  often  defeat  justice. 

If,  for  example,  the  surrender  be  for  an  attempt  to  commit 
murder,  and  after  surrender  the  person  assaulted  should  die,  or  if 
(supposing  larceny  to  be  an  extradition  crime)  the  fugitive  eliould 
be  surrendered  for  robbery  or  burglary,  and  on  examination  of 
the  proofs  they  should  be  found  insufficient  to  show  the  force  in 
the  one  case,  and  the  effraction  of  the  premises  in  the  other ;  or 
if  he  should  be  surrendered  for  larceny  and  the  offense  should 
turn  out  to  be  embezzlement,  or  vice  versa^  in  these  and  similar 
cases  the  application  of  the  rule  would  work  a  failure  of  justice. 
But  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  provide  for  them  by  new  treaty 
stipulations. 

It  might  be  agreed  that  the  extradited  offender  should  be  tried 
for  the  crime  for  which  he  has  been  surrendered,  or  for  some 
other  extradition  crime  based  on  the  same  facts  or  growing  out  of 
the  same  transaction.  In  this  or  some  other  way  the  statesmen 
of  the  two  countries,  whose  interests  and  objects  in  this  matter 
are  identical,  could  surely  devise  means  which,  while  the  right  of 
asylum  would  be  sufficiently  protected,  would  at  the  same  time 
prevent  that  right  from  being  so  used  as  to  afford  immunity  for 
crime. 

Demurrer  overruled. 

The  doctrine  sustained  by  this  case  is  that  "  an  extradited  fugi- 
tive cannot,  under  the  treaty  of  1842  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain,  be  held  to  answer  for  any  other  offense  than 
that  for  which  he  has  been  surrendered."  So  Judge  Hoffman 
held,  and  on  this  ground  overruled  the  demurrer  of  the  United 
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ites  to  tbe  plea  of  Watts.  The  meaning  of  tlie  decision  is  tliab 
!  custody  of  the  prisoner  gained  by  extradition  cannot  be  used 
any  other  purpose  than  that  for  which  it  was  gained.  This, 
ingh  not  expressly  stated  in  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Erit- 
,  is,  nevertheless,  implied  in  its  terms,  aud  is,  hence,  a  law  for 
aerican  courts. 


174  THB  CASE  OF  YAKDEfiPOOL  AND  JOKES. 


CHAPTER  xrn. 

THE  CASE  OF  YAimSBPOOL  AND  /0XE8. 

This  case,  in  1883,  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  on 
a  motion  to  file  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Fleas  of  Belmont  county.  (16  Chicago  Legal  News, 
34.)    The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows : 

1.  The  Facts  of  the  Case.  —  The  defendants,  Gilbert  Vander- 
pool  and  Edwin  E.  Jones,  were  indicted  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  Belmont  county,  for  forgery  committed  in  1880.  Upon 
being  arraigned  they  pleaded  specially  that  prior  to  the  finding  of 
the  indictment,  they  were  residents  and  citizens  of  Canada,  and 
had  beeri  extradited  therefrom  to  the  State  of  Ohio  on  an  extra- 
dition warrant  specifying  that  they  were  charged  in  Butler  county 
with  an  offense  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Great  Britain ;  that  they  had  been 
tried  in  Butler  county  for  that  offense,  convicted  and  sentenced 
to  the  penitentiary,  and  that  the  term  of  their  imprisonment  had 
not  yet  expired. 

They  claimed  that  until  a  reasonable  time  after  the  expiration  of 
sentence,  they  cannot  be  tried  for  another  offense. 

On  demurrer  to  this  plea,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  so  held, 
and  remanded  the  prisoners  to  the  authorities  of  the  penitentiary, 
and  stayed  the  proceedings  until  a  reasonable  time  after  the  ter- 
mination of  their  imprisonment,  to  enable  them  to  return  to 
Canada. 

The  State  excepted  to  this  decision,  and  asked  leave,  under 
the  provisions  of  section  7306  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  to  file  a 
bill  of  exceptions  to  review  the  same. 

2.  The  Question  Presented.  —  Johnson,  C.  J.  —  The  de- 
murrer to  the  plea  presents  the  question,  whether  the  facts  stated 
exempted  the  accused  from  prosecution  in  Belmont  county  until 
a  reasonable  time  has  elapsed  after  the  expiration  of  their  sentence 
for  the  crime  committed  in  Butler  countv. 

The  State  had  obtained  possession  oJ  the  accused  from  the 
authorities  of  Canada,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Ashburton 
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;y,  for  trial  in  Butler  connty.  They  were  there  tried,  eon- 
sd  and  BeDtenced  to  the  petiitetitiarj  for  the  criiuo  upon  wliicU 
were  extradited.  Before  the  expiration  of  this  sentence  the 
a  sought  to  place  them  on  trial  for  another  ^riiue,  cliarged  to 
i  been  committed  before  extradition,  ip  Belmont  connty,  the 
r  crime  being  one  for  which  the  accused  might  have  been 
idited. 

be  conrt  of  Common  Pleas  held,  that  proceodingB  on  the  in- 
nent  in  Belmont  county  muBt  be  anspended  until  a  reasonable 
after  the  expiration  of  tlie  sentence  in  the  Butler  county 
;  or  in  other  worda,  that  the  State,  having  obtained  possession 
lie  criminals  under  the  extradition  treaty,  could  not  delaiu 
1  in  custody  and  put  them  on  trial  for  another  crime. 

Obligations  of  the  Treaty.  —  It  was  also  held,  that  the 
^tions  of  this  treaty  ci-eated  a  personal  right  in  favor  of  the 
on  extradited,  whicii  he  could  plead  in  euepcnsiou  of  a  prose- 
m  for  BQch  other  crime. 

y  the  tenth  article  of  the  Aehburton  treaty,  it  was  "  agreed 
the  United  States  and  her  Britannic  Majesty  shall,  upon  nui- 
requisitioDS  by  them  or  their  Ministers  or  authorities,  respeet- 
'  made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  cliarged 
:  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
der,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  iitter- 

of  forged  paper,  committed  within  tlie  jurisdiction  of  either, 
I  eeek  an  asylum,  or  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the 
r;  provided,  that  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence 
riminality  aa,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the 
tive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  hisap- 
lension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  or  oSense  had 
L  there  committed ;  and  the  reajiective  judges  and  other  raag- 
tes  of  the  two  Gh>vemraent8  siiall  have  power,  jurisdiction 
authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  war- 

for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged, 

he  may  be  brought  before  such  judge  or  other  magistrate, 
ectively,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be 
d  and  considered  and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be 
[led  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shallbe  the  duty  of  tlie 
(lining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper 
utive  antliority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  o£ 

fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  deJiverj' 
;  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisi- 
and  receives  the  fugitive. 

idependent  of  treaty  Btipiilatione,  the  obligation  to  surrender 
tives  from  justice  was  of  an  imperfect  nature.  It  rested  on 
ity  between  States.  Each  determined  for  itself  the  extent  of 
obligation  and  the  uatore  of  the  crime  and  mode  of  surrender. 


176  THE  OABK  OF  VAITOERPOOL  AND  JONES. 

Prior  to,  as  well  as  since,  the  treaty  of  1843,  it  has  been  the 
settled  policy  both  of  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  to  fur- 
nish an  asylum  for  persons  charged  in  other  States  with  religions 
or  political  offenses.  Each  zealously  vied  with  the  other  in  main- 
taining this  rieht  of  asylum.  Hence  it  was  that  the  treaty  of  1842 
was  expressly  limited  to  seven  well-defined  crimes.  Hence  it  was, 
also,  that  the  right  to  demand  a  surrender  in  the  specific  cases 
named  was  so  carefully  gtiarded.  The  accused  was  protected  in 
his  asylum  unless  the  authorities  there  should  find  him  guilty  of 
one  of  the  crimes  specified  in  the  treaty. 

By  the  terms  of  tne  treaty  the  judge  or  other  magistrate  of  the 
Government  upon  whom  the  demand  was  made,  is  to  hear  and 
determine  according  to  the  laws  of  his  own  country  whether 
there  is  a  case  made,  and  if  so,  to  report  to  the  proper  executive 
authority,  who  shall  issue  a  warrant  lor  his  extradition. 

The  nght  of  the  United  States  to  demand  the  surrender  of 
fugitives  from  justice  found  within  the  British  dominions  is  purely 
conventional ;  hence,  the  correctness  of  the  ruling  of  the  court 
below  depends  on  the  true  construction  of  the  treaty,  and  also 
how  far  tne  judicial  tribunals  of  the  demanding  Government  are 
required  to  give  effect  to  treaty  stipulations  ;  especially  how  far 
the  judicial  tribunals.  Federal  and  State,  can  take  cognizance  of 
and  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  upon  the  plea  of  the  per- 
son surrendered. 

In  U,  S.  V.  Caldwell^  8  Blatchf.  131,  and  U.  S.  v.  Lawrence^ 
13  id.  295,  Judge  Benedict  held  that  while  the  abuse  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  treaty  or  want  of  good  faith  by  the  demanding 
Goveniment  might  furnish  cause  of  complaint  oy  the  surrender- 
ing Government,  yet  such  complaints  do  not  form  a  proper  snb- 
jeet  for  judicial  cognizance.     (See  also  Adriance  v.  I/igrave^  59 

Other  cases  to  the  same  effect  might  be  cited,  but  as  the  de- 
cisions and  the  views  of  writers  upon  the  subject  differ  so  widely, 
we  are  free  to  determine  the  questions  from  the  terms  of  tfie 
treaty  itself,  guided  by  the  well-established  rules  for  the  construc- 
tion of  such  mstrnments. 

4.  The  Treaty  a  Law. — By  section  2,  article  6  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  "  This  Constitution,  and  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties 
made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States,  shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  the  judges  of 
every  State  shall  be  bound  thereby,  any  thiuff  in  the  constitutioQ 
and  laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

The  treaty  is,  therefore,  the  law  of  the  land,  and  the  judges  of 
every  State  are  as  much  bound  thereby  as  they  are  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  Federal  or  State  Governments.    It  i% 
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srefore,  tlie  imperative  duty  of  the  judicial  tribanalB  of  Ohio 
take  cogoizance  of  the  rights  of  pereons  arising  under  a  treaty 
the  eame  extent  as  if  they  arose  under  a  statute  of  the  State 
;if. 

V?bile  authority  is  not  wanting  to  support  the  decisions  in 
IdwelTs  Case  and  in  Lawrertcffs  Case,  supra,  yet  we  snbmit 
it  these  decisions  ignore  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Consti- 
ion  jiiBt  cited. 

&.gain,  if  it  be  true,  that  the  abuse  of  extradition  proceedings 
der  tliis  treaty  is  an  offense  for  which  the  Burrendering  Gov- 
iinent  alone  can  coinplain,  the  remedy  is  totally  inadequate,  and 
!  treaty  itself  may  be  rendered  nugatory. 
ffhen,  as  in  tlie  present  case,  the  surrender  is  to  one  of  the 
ites  of  the  United  States,  the  prisoner  passes  beyond  the  con- 
1  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  into  that  of  the  State. 
lOD  complaint  made  by  tlie  British  Government  to  the  Federal 
ivemment  of  an  abuse  by  tlie  State  of  Ohio  of  the  process  under 
!  treaty,  the  Federal  Government  could  only  answer  as  it  has 
le  iu  many  instances  heretofore,  that  under  onr  system  of  State 
i  Federal  Government,  the  latter  is  powerleBS  to  control  the 
ite  authorities.  If  the  right  nuder  the  treaty  to  be  protected 
m  other  prosecutions  can  only  be  enforced  by  the  surrendering 
;ion  by  protest  or  otherwise  against  the  one  making  the  de- 
nd  ;  that  is,  if  it  is  a  question  not  cognizable  in  the  courts,  it 
>f  little  value  under  onr  system  of  Federal  and  State  Govern- 
nts. 

\.fler  the  United  States  has  secnred  the  surrender  for  an  offense 
linst  State  law,  the  accused  is  delivered  to  the  authorities  of 
I  State  for  prosecution,  when  all  Federal  control  is  lost.  If  the 
used  is  of  little  or  no  political  influence,  the  difficulty  of  giving 
a  that  protection  which  was  inteuded  by  the  treaty  is  so  great 
the  courts  cannot  intervene,  that  it  is  oi  little  or  no  value  as  a 
itection  to  the  person  extradited.  We  conclude,  therefore,  and 
;h  reason  and  "the  weight  of  authority  support  this  view,  that 
I  judges  of  this  State  are  bound  by  the  provisions  of  this  treaty, 
1  that  if  it  secures  to  the  person  extradited  exemption  from 
d  for  crimes  and  ofienses  other  than  those  specified  in  the  wai^ 
it  of  extradition,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  take  cognizance 
his  plea.  {Fo«ter  v.  NeUson,  2  Pet,  253  ;  Commonwealth  v. 
iwee,  13  Bush,  697 ;  WinsUno'a  Case,  10  Am.  Law  Kev.  617 ; 
S.  V.  Watts,  14  Federal  Eep.  130  j  North  Am.  Rev.,  May, 
i3,  p.  i97.) 

>.  Implication  of  the  Treaty.—  As  to  the  right  of  the  de- 
nding  Government  to  hold  the  accased  and  prosecute  him  for 
ifiereut  crime  or  oSense : 
Chie  treaty  is- to  he  subject  to  the  same  mles  for  ascertaining 
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the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties,  as  in  case  of  other  con- 
tracts. 

It  ennmerates  seven  well-defined  crimes  for  which  extradition 
may  be  had.  It  thereby  excludes  all  non-ennmerated  crimes  and 
offenses,  whether  of  a  political  or  other  character,  and  leaves  the 
surrender  in  such  other  cases  to  the  discretion  of  the  Government 
where  he  is  found.  It  limits  the  duty  of  surrender  to  those  cases 
specified  in  the  treaty  in  which  the  evidence  of  guilt  is  sufficient 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  nation  where  the  fugitive  or  person 
charged  is  found,  to  justifv  his  committal  for  trial,  if  tne  act 
charged  had  been  committed  there. 

The  right  of  the  nation  where  the  fugitive  is  found,  to  first  hear 
and  determine  the  case,  and  to  decide  upon  the  evidence,  whether 
according  to  its  own  laws,  the  crime  charged  has  been  committed ; 
that  is,  whether  a  case  for  conmiittal  has  been  made  out,  secures 
to  the  Government  upon  which  the  demand  has  been  made  the 
ri^ht  to  determine  for  itself  whether  the  demand  shall  be  complied 
with. 

This  necessarily  excludes  the  idea  that  the  demanding  Govern- 
ment can  decide  for  itself  to  try  the  prisoner,  after  obtaming  cus- 
tody, for  other  crimes ;  otherwise  tne  purpose  of  the  treaty  is 
defeated. 

If  the  demanding  Government  can  so  decide,  the  whole  inten- 
tion of  the  treaty  could  be  defeated,  and  the  right  of  asylum, 
which  has  been  the  boast  of  both  Governments,  would  depend 
entirely  on  the  action  of  the  demanding  Government. 

To  extradite  under  the  treaty  for  an  offense  named  therein,  and 
then  to  retain  the  prisoner  for  a  non-extraditable  offense,  or  for  a 
different  one,  though  extraditable,  upon  which  no  hearing  had 
been  had  as  provided  in  the  treaty,  would  be  not  only  a  breach  of 
good  faith  by  the  demanding  Government,  but  a  violation  of  the 
right  of  asvlum  in  favor  of  the  accused,  guaranteed  to  him  by  the 
treaty.  The  sole  object  of  the  treatv  was  to  enable  each  Govern- 
ment to  protect  its  citizens  and  inhabitants  in  thejright  of  asylum, 
except  they  came  within  the  provisions  named. 

6.  Implication  from  Legislation.  —  The  legislation  of  both 
Governments  clearly  supports  this  construction. 

By  the  act  of  Congress  of  1848,  U.  8.  Rev.  Stats.,  section  5272, 
'^  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Secretary  of  State,  under  his  hand  and 
seal  of  office,  to  order  the  person  so  committed  to  be  delivered  to 
such  person  as  shall  be  autuorized  in  the  name  and  behalf  of  such 
foreign  Government  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  such  per- 
son sliall  be  so  accused." 

Aj^in,  by  section  5275,  whenever  any  person  is  delivered  by  a 
foreign  Government,  and  brought  into  the  United  States  to  be 
^'  trira  for  any  crime  of  which  he  is  duly  accused,"  it  is  the  duty  of 
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he  Precddeiit  to  take  proper  meaenres  for  his  transportation  and 
afe- keeping' nntil  the  conclnsion  of  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  of- 
eases  specmed  in  the  warrant  of  extradition,  and  until  his  final 
lificharge  from  cuBtodj  or  imprisonment  for  or  on  account  of  such 
Timee  or  offenses,  and  for  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  and  he 
nay  employ  snch  portion  of  the  land  or  naval  forces  of  tiie  United 
itates,  or  of  the  militia  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  safe- 
:ecpinfi;  and  protection  of  the  accnsed. 

In  like  manner  the  British  Parliament  in  1843,  for  the  pnrpose 
if  canying  into  effect  this  treaty,  enacted  that  the  person  to  be 
Ktradited  shonld  be  delivered  to  the  person  anthorized  by  the 
Jnited  States  to  receive  him  **  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  of  which 
nch  person  shall  be  so  accnsed. 

While  legislative  interpretation  of  statntoe  is  not  condosive 
ipon  the  courts,  yet  in  the  case  of  a  treaty,  which  is  in  its  nature 
,  contract  between  nations,  enactments  like  these,  by  the  high 
ontracting  parties,  are  of  persuasive  power  in  the  constrnction  of 
he  treaty. 

The  right  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  over  the  accnsed,  who  had  sought 
,n  asyliun  in  Canada,  is  derived  from  the  provisions  express  or 
mplied,  of  the  treaty  of  1812. 

7.  The  Gonelnsion  drawn.  —  In  view  of  the  provisions  of  this 
reaty,  the  safe-guards  therein  provided  against  the  infringement 
if  the  right  of  asylom,  save  in  the  specified  cases  and  the  legis- 
ition  by  both  Governments,  to  carry  out  those  provisions,  we 
hink  it  clear  that  the  court  below  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  pnt 
he  accnsed  on  trial  for  a  crime,  for  which  they  were  not  extra- 
cted. 

8.  The  Winslow  CorrespoDdence.  —  In  the  correspondence 
•etween  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  which  took  place 
a  1876,  growing  out  of  the  refusal  of  the  latter  to  surrender 
Vinslow,  except  upon  a  stnpnlation  by  the  former,  that  he  shonld 
lot  be  tried  for  another  offense,  the  conflicting  views  of  the  two 
Tovernments  are  stated.  Winslow  bad  been  demanded  as  a 
[igitive  charged  with  forgery.  Great  Britain  refused  to  dehver 
lim,  unless  the  United  States  would  stipulate  that  he  should  not 
le  tried,  except  for  tlie  crime  charged.  This  was  refused,  and 
n  extended  correspondence  was  the  resnlt.  Finally,  the  British 
Government,  as  a  temporary  measure,  and  until  a  new  treaty  was 
aade,  suspended  its  claim  to  require  snch  a  stipnlation. 

Time  will  not  permit  an  analysis  of  the  claims  of  the  two  Gov- 
mnients.  It  is  snfficient  to  say  that  it  discloeeB  a  contrariety  of 
iewB  by  eminent  statesmen  and  publicists  upon  the  question  at 
ssne,  and  that  the  refusal  by  the  United  States  to  make  the  stipu- 
ntion  demanded,  was  based  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
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mand  was  nnnsnal,  and  was  a  reflection  upon  our  Government, 
after  a  successful  execution  of  the  treaty  for  near  forty  yearB, 
without  such  a  stipulation. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  the  United  States  asserted  the  right  to 
retain  an  extradited  prisoner,  and  try  him  for  another  crune,  that 
claim  is  not  conclusive  upon  the  courts.  Nothing  was  then  settled 
as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  treaty. 

If,  as  we  hold,  the  question  is  one  of  personal  right  under  the 
treaty,  as  well  as  of  international  law,  it  follows  that  the  courts 
can  hear  and  determine  such  right  when  it  is  invaded. 

Much  more  might  be  said  in  support  of  our  conclusions,  but  we 
content  ourselves  with  a  I'eference  to  the  following  decisions  and 
discussions  on  the  subject : 

Commonwealth  v.  Hawes,  13  Bush,  697 ;  U.  S.  v.  Watts,  14 
Fed.  Rep.  130 ;  Letter  of  Wm.  B.  Lawrence,  19  Albany  Law 
Journal,  329,  on  "  Extradition  "  ;  North  Am.  Rev.,  May,  1883, 
497 ;  Title  Extradition,  Whart.  Cr.  PL  and  Pr.,  §§  38  to  57,  and 
cases  cited ;  Blanford  v.  The  State,  10  Texas,  627.  In  the  matter 
of  Frank  Cannon,  47  Mich.  481 ;  Spear  on  Extradition,  Ch.  4,  pp. 
65,  74 ;  10  Am.  Law  Rev.  617 ;  Compton,  Ault  &  Co.  v.  Wilder, 
40  Ohio  St. 

Leave  refused. 

The  principles  afiirmed  by  the  ruling  in  this  case  are  these :  1. 
That  a  person,  extradited  under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of 
1842  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  cannot  be  de- 
tained in  custody  and  prosecuted  for  a  different  crime  than  the 
one  for  which  he  was  delivered  up.  2.  That  the  provisions  of 
the  treaty,  being  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  are  enforceable  by 
the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  States,  in  behalf  of  persona  so  detained 
and  prosecuted. 


BTATBMENT  OF   THE  FACTS. 


CHAPTER  XXV. 


THE  CABS   OF  £Z  FAETB  SEE. 


This  case  was  an  application  to  the  Circnit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  in  October,  1883,  for 
a.  -writ  of  habeas  oorpug,  in  behalf  of  Frederick  M.  Ker,  (18 
Fed,  Rep.  167.)  Judge  Drummond,  who  held  tlie  court,  refused 
to  issne  the  writ,  for  reasons  which  lie  stated,  as  follows,  in  his 
deliverance : 

1.  Statement  of  the  Facts. —  Tlie  defendant  was  charged  with 
the  offense  of  larceny  and  forgery  committed  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion  of  the  court  where  the  two  indictments  have  been  found. 
En  conBidering  the  question  we  may  assume,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  motion,  tliat  these  offenses  were  actually  committed.  After 
they  were  thus  committed  the  defendant  left  the  countiy  and  fled 
to  f*eru,  in  South  America.  While  there  he  was  under  the  protec- 
tion of  the  laws  of  Peru,  and  could  not  be  legally  removed  there- 
from except  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  that  country. 

The  United  States  had  made  a  treaty  under  which  Peru  agreed, 
in  the  manner  therein  stated,  to  ret«rn  to  the  United  States  cer- 
ain  offenders  who  had  fled  to  that  country  and  claimed  the  pro- 
:ection  of  its  laws.  Of  course,  Peru  was  only  bound  to  return 
;lie  offender  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  treaty.  It  has  been  said 
n  argument,  that  a  person  could  not  be  returned  who  had  escaped 
"rom  justice  from  the  United  States  andhad  taken  refuge  there,  in 
my  other  way  than  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty ;  that  perhaps 
s  true,  provided  there  was  no  other  way,  under  the  laws  of  Peru. 
[  do  not  know  that  the  fact  that  a  treaty  was  made  between  the 
Jnited  States  and  Peru,  by  which  the  latter  State  agreed  to  re- 
iim  fugitives  from  justice  to  the  United  States,  prevented  that 
;ountry  from  declaring  under  its  own  laws,  that  persona  might  be 
■etnmed  to  the  United  States  independent  of  the  treaty.  All 
hat  I  wish  to  insist  on  is,  that  the  defendant,  being  in  Peru,  was 
mder  the  protection  of  its  laws  and  could  only  be  l^lly  re- 
noved  by  virtue  of  the  law  of  that  State,  and  of  conrse,  the 
reaty  made  between  the  United  States  and  that  country  was  the 
aw  of  that  State.  Certain  steps  were  taken  on  the  part  of  the 
lovemment  of  the  United  States,  at  the  request  of  the  execo- 
ive  of  this  State,  to  pi-ocure  the  extradition  of  the  defendant 
!rom  Peru  to  Illinois,  where  the  offenses  were  committed.  Ac- 
^rdingly,  the  regtiieition  nnder  the  law  was  made  by  the  execa- 
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tive  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  anthorities  of  Peru,  for  the 
return  of  Ker. 

2.  Ker  Kidnapped  in  Pern.  —  Owing  to  some  cause,  which 
is  not  stated  in  the  petition,  the  steps  pointed  out  in  the  law  were 
not  taken ;  a  demand  seems  not  to  have  been  made  upon  the 
anthorities  of  Peru ;  but  the  defendant  was  seized,  it  may  be  con- 
ceded, without  any  authority  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
and  without  any  consent  on  the  part  oi  Peru,  by  private  persons ; 
he  was  placed  on  board  the  United  States  ship  Essex,  in  a  port  of 
Peru,  transferred  to  the  Sandwich  Islands,  and  thence  to  San 
Francisco,  within  the  territory  of  the  United  States.  For  the 
purpose  of  placing  him  under  the  authority  of  the  law  of  the 
United  States  if  he  came  within  the  State  of  California,  a  requisi- 
tion from  the  Governor  of  Illinois  upon  the'  Governor  of  Cali- 
fornia was  made  and  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Governor  of  that 
State. 

It  is  said,  and  I  suppose  it  is  uncontroverted,  that  at  the  time 
this  process  was  given  by  the  Governor  of  California,  the  defend- 
ant was  not  withm  the  territory,  and  so  was  not  subject  to  the 
process  or  authority  of  the  executive  of  that  State.  However 
this  may  be,  in  the  same  manner  it  may  be  admitted  that  he  was 
taken  in  Peru  and  under  the  same  authority,  no  more  and  no  less, 
he  was  taken  to  San  Francisco,  to  Illinois,  and  to  the  county  of 
Cook,  where  the  offenses  were  committed.  When  brought  here 
there  had  been  a  process  issued  from  a  competent  court  on  an  in- 
dictment found  in  that  court  against  him  for  the  offenses  which  it 
was  alleged  he  had  committed,  and  under  that  process  he  has  been 
taken  into  custody,  and  now,  it  is  claimed,  he  should  be  released 
because  of  the  circumstances  connected  with  his  arrest  and  cap- 
tni*e  in  Peru,  and  his  transfer  from  that  country  to  the  United 
States.  It  is  claimed  that  this  vitiates — what  otherwise  would 
be  legal  —  the  process  under  which  the  arrest  had  taken  plaoe 
and  he  is  now  held  in  custody. 

3.  The  Question  of  Law  — The  queetion  is  whether  this  is  so 
in  point  of  law.  It  is  said  that  while  in  Peru  he  was  under  the 
protection  of  the  treaty  which  had  been  made  between  the  United 
States  and  Peru,  and  that  his  seizure  and  tranrfer  were  a  violation 
of  the  treaty  stipulations  between  the  United  States  and  Pern. 
This  is  only  true  in  a  qualiiied  sense.  While  in  Pern  he  was  not 
under  the  protection  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  but  of  the 
laws  of  Peru,  and  if  he  was  taken  contrary  to  the  provisions  of 
the  treaty  between  the  two  countries,  he  was  taken  in  violation  of 
the  laws  of  Peru ;  but  in  one  sense  it  may  be  said  he  does  not  come 
within  the  protection  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Peru.    That  treaty  does  not'guarantee  protection  to  all  citizens  of 
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:  United  States  who  may  be  within  the  territory  of  Pera.  It  is 
I  laws  of  Pern  that  protect  the  citizene  of  the  United  States 

0  may  for  the  time  be  domiciled  in  or  inhabiting  Pern.  So 
,t  it  can  hardly  be  said,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  language 
d,  that  he  was  under  the  protectioD  of  the  treaty  between 
rn  and  the  United  States.  Tme,  he  conld  not,  it  may  be,  be 
ally  trajieferred  from  one  State  to  the  other  except  in  the  mode 
nted  out  by  the  treaty  unless  thbre  was  some  law  of  Peru 
ich  authorized  it  to  be  done.  If  the  act  so  done  wss  against 
:  laws  of  Pern,  for  that  violation  the  party  has  bis  remedy  un- 
'  the  laws  of  Pern,  enforceable  here  or  elsewhere,  and  not, 
pperly  speaking,  nnder  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

the  United  States,  by  this  treaty,  does  not  guarantee  it  will 
itect  every  citizen  or  inhabitant  of  Peru  that  may  come  to  the 
ited  States.  If  a  Peruvian  here  has  a  trespass  committed 
linat  him,  he  has  his  remedy  under  our  laws ;  so  it  is  in  Peru ; 
ile  the  citizen  of  the  United  States  is  there,  he  is  under  the 
itection  of  ite  laws.  While  this,  I  think,  is  true,  still  I  am 
ling  to  admit  there  is  force  in  the  view  taken  by  the  counsel 
the  defendant  in  this  case.  Our  judgment  ana  our  feelings 
nrally  rebel  against  an  act  done  in  the  manner  in  which  this 
i  done,  as  stated  in  the  petition,  namely,  by  a  person  withont 
bority  of  law,  without  any  process,  seizing  one  claimed  to 
'e  fled  from  justice  and  taken   refuge  in  Peru,  and  bringing 

1  to  the  United  States,  thus  committing  what  is  claimed  to  be 
outrage  upon  personal  rights  and  personal  liberty ;  and  we 
nrally  desire  in  all  proper  cases,  to  give  protection  to  the  party 
o  has  thus  been  outraged,  and  when  he  asks  for  it  to  give  him 
tquate  compensation  for  the  wrong  that  has  been  done.  The 
istion  is,  is  that  this  case  t 

t.  The  Real  Qnestion. — The  real  question  is,  whether  because 
this  private  wrong  that  has  been  done  io  taking  possession  of 
person  of  the  defendant,  to  be  brought  to  the  State  of  Illi- 
B,  that  vitiates  and  destroys  the  process  that  has  been  issued 
m  a  competent  court,  for  the  offense  or  ofEeuses  charged  against 
;  defendant  so  as  to  prevent  his  arrest  ?  In  view  of  the  authori- 
i  which  have  been  cited  on  the  argument,  I  cannot  say  that  the 
a  is  so  clear  as  to  anthorize  the  court  to  issue  the  writ ;  or,  if 
vere  issued  and  served,  to  discharge  him  from  custody  on  this 
ount.  The  consequences  of  the  discharge  are  so  very  serious, 
t  the  court  may  well  pause  before  reaching  this  conclusion ; 
ause  the  result  would  be  tliat  the  defendant  might  escape  from 
trial  for  these  offenses.  Once  left  at  liberty,  of  course  be 
lessarily  would  evade  trial,  unless  he  remain  here  until  this 
itection  is  withdrawn  from  him,  and  if  he  escapee  from  it,  as 
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he  has  abeady  tried  to  do,  because  he  was  once  captured,  it  does 
not  follow  tliat  he  will  be  captured  a  second  time. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  court  to  look 
into  the  circumstances  under  which  the  capture  was  made  and  the 
transfer  of  the  defendant  from  Peru  to  the  United  States  in  order 
to  free  him  from  the  consequences  of  the  lawful  jprocesses  which 
have  been  served  upon  him  for  the  offense  or  onenses  which  he 
has  actually  committed  within  the  county  of  Cook  and  State  of 
Illinois. 

6,  The  Cases  Cited.  —  The  only  cases  which  have  been  cited 
which  seem  to  have  some  bearing  upon  the  question  involved 
here  are  those  which  have  arisen  in  cases  where  parties  have  been 
transferred  from  a  foreign  country  to  the  United  States,  where 
treaties  have  existed  under  which  the  extradition  of  the  party 
was  made  from  a  foreign  country  to  the  United  States  for  the 
commission  of  a  particular  offense.  Some  have  held,  and  such 
seems  to  be  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Spear,  who  has  written  a  work  on 
the  law  of  extradition,  that  where  a  party  has  been  arrested,  under 
the  authority  of  a  treaty,  in  a  foreign  country  and  transferred  to 
this  country  for  the  commission  of  an  offense  here,  that  he  cannot 
be  tried  for  a  different  offense.  Perhaps  it  may  be  said  the 
weight  of  authority  is  in  accordance  with  that  view. 

But  that  case  is  not  this.  Here,  though  certain  measures  were 
taken  by  which  to  transfer  the  defendant  from  Peru  to  this  coun- 
try, yet  they  were  never  carried  into  effect,  the  final  steps,  in 
other  words,  were  not  taken ;  although  the  writ  'or  authority  was 
issued  it  was  not  executed  as  required  by  its  terms,  and  it  may  be 
said  that  the  parties  took  the  law  into  tneir  own  hands,  throwing 
aside  the  writ  or  process  which  had  been  issued,  and  wliich  was 
in  the  hands  of  one  of  the  parties,  who  thus  committed  violence 
upon  the  defendant's  rights.  Here,  therefore,  the  defendant  had 
not  been  taken  under  the  authority  of  law,  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  terms  of  a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  a  foreign 
country,  from  that  country  to  this.  He  has  been  taken,  I  repeat, 
simply  by  what  we  may  call  physical  force,  by  those  having  him 
in  custody.  The  Government  has  not  interfered  at  all.  It  has 
been  done  under  the  law  of  the  stronger,  and  not  under  written, 
or  statute  or  common  law. 

So  that  this  case  is  not  within  those  decisions,  while  it  clearly 
is  within  the  authority  of  other  decisions  which  were  cited  on  the 
argument.  As  I  have  said,  if  I  were  clear  in  the  view  that  this 
defendant  should  be  released,  I  would  issue  the  writ  and  dis- 
charge him.  It  is,  because  I  am  not  clear  that  I  decline  to  issue 
the  writ,  the  consequence  of  which  would  be  his  discharge ;  in 
other  words,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  he  ought  to  be  dischaiged 
from  custody. 
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6.  The  BeAisal  not  Final.  —  I  am  the  more  inclined  to  this 
iew  because  by  this  decision  he  does  not  lose  the  protection  of 
le  treaty  if  he  is  entitled  to  it,  for  lie  can  sot  it  up  in  the  indict- 
lents  which  have  been  found  against  him,  and  the  pracess  which 
IS  been  issued  from  the  State  court ;  and  he  can  take  the  opiu- 
a  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  the  questioti, 

he  is  entitled  to  the  immunity  he  claims  under  the  treaty,  af- 
if  the  case  has  passed  through  the  various  courts  of  the  State ; 

■  he  can,  I  suppose,  go  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
tales  and  apply  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  it*  he  is  entitled 

■  it  that  court  can  give  him  the  protection  of  the  treaty. 

So  that,  in  deciding  the  case  in  tliia  way,  I  do  not  deprive  him 
timately  of  any  remedy  which  he  has  under  the  treaty  between 
em  and  the  United  States ;  and  I  may  add  that,  in  view  of  the 
■nflict  between  some  of  the  State  courta  and  some  of  the  inferior 
■urts  of  the  United  States  upon  this  subject,  it  is  very  desirable 
lat  this  question,  confessedly  of  the  greatest  importance,  and 
>w  oecaeionally  arising,  should  be  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
:  the  United  States.  So  that,  not  being  satisfied  tiiat  thepcti- 
ouer  is  now  entitled  to  be  discharged  from  the  writs  which  have 
jen  issued  against  him,  I  shall  not  direct  the  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
us  to  issue,  for,  if  issued  and  served  apon  him,  I  should  not,  as 

present  advised,  release  him  from  custody. 

7.  Comment  on  this  Case.  —  Judge  Dmmmond,  in  his  deci- 
an  of  this  case,  treated  it  without  any  reference  to  the  treaty  he- 
reon the  United  States  and  Peru,  It  is  true  that  extradition 
■oceedings  under  the  treaty  were  commenced,  but  they  were 
tver  consummated.  The  matter  of  fact  is  that  Ker  was  not  ex- 
adited  at  all.  He  was  simply  captured  by  private  parties  with- 
it  any  authority  of  law,  and  brought  into  this  country  without 
ly  delivery  on  the  part  of  the  Pemvian  Government.  The 
eaty  between  the  two  Governments  had  nothing  to  do  with  his' 
sing  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  court,  or  with  his  being 
ere  arrested  and  held  on  the  indictments  found  against  him. 
is  case  was  just  what  it  would  have  been,  if  there  had  been  no 
eaty,  or  if  he  had  been  captured  by  private  parties  in  some  other 
lontry.  The  treaty,  not  being  the  basis  of  his  removal  to  the 
nited  States,  had  no  apphcation  to  the  case,  and  hence  gave  him 
)  immunity  or  protection. 

The  only  question  before  Jndge  Dmmmond  was  whether,  as  a 
meral  principle  of  law,  the  manner  in  which  Ker  was  brought 
ithiu  the  jurisdiction  Of  the  State  court,  and  there  arrested  and 
24 
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held  on  legal  indictmeDts  against  him,  famished  a  good  reason  in 
law  why  the  prisoner  should,  on  habeas  carpvSy  be  dischai^ged 
from  custody ;  and  this  question  he  answered  in  the  negative. 
He  might  very  properly  have  considered  a  preliminary  question ; 
and  that  is  whether,  upon  the  showing  of  the  facts,  he  had  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  case. 

Section  753  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  spe- 
cifies the  only  cases  in  which  the  Federal  courts  or  judges  may 
issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  /  and  the  only  recital  in  the  list 
that  could  by  any  possibility  apply  to  Ker,  is  the  one  in  which 
a  party  is  in  custody  in  violation  of  a  treaty  of  the  United  States. 
This  recital  did  not  apply  to  the  case,  since  the  treaty  with  Peru 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  custody  by  which  Ker  was  held ;  and, 
hence,  Judge  Drummond,  in  the  circumstances,  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  discharge  him  on  habeas  corpus^  even  if  he  was  unlawfully 
held.  The  only  jurisdiction  that  could  reach  the  case  was  that  of 
a  State  court  or  State  judge. 
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CHAPTER  XV. 


BBmSB   BXTRASrnOH   PKSOEDEBTS. 


rhe  diplomatic  correepondeooe  between  Great  BritaiD  and  the 
ited  States,  with  reference  to  the  case  of  Winelow,  related  to 
question  whether  the  treaty  of  1843  between  the  two  Gov- 
meutB  provides,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  that  a  party 
radtted  under  it  on  the  charge  and  proof  of  a  epecific  crime, 
II  not,  until  he  has  had  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  return  to 
jurisdiction  from  which  he  was  thus  removed,  be  tried  for  any 
jtae  committed  prior  to  his  extradition  within  the  jurisdiction 
the  receiving  Government,  other  than  the  one  for  which  he 
I  demanded  and  surrendered,  and  further,  whether  the  deliver- 
G^vemment  has  the  right,  under  the  treaty,  to  insist  that  the 
giving  Government  shall  thus  hmit  its  action  in  respect  to  the 
1. 

lecretary  Fish  answered  both  of  these  questions  in  the  nega- 
I,  and  Lord  Derby  answered  both  in  the  affirmative ;  and  neitber 
vinced  the  other. 

'he  ar^ment  of  Secretary  Fish,  while  omitting  any  analysis 
the  provisions  of  the  treaty  itself,  consisted  mainly  in  the 
tiou  of  precedents,  supporting,  as  he  alleged,  his  view.  Some 
these  precedents  are  British ;  and,  hence,  they  were  presented 
^^menta  ad  hominem  for  the  consideration  of  the  British 
/emment.  We  propose  in  this  chapter  to  state  the  leading 
»  thus  referred  to,  and  ascertain  their  pertinency  and  signifi- 
ce  with  reference  to  the  matter  in  dispate. 

.  The  Case  of  HellbronD.  — The  first  case  is  that  of  Heil- 
Qu,  who,  in  1854,  was  extradited  from  the  United  States  to 
lat  Britain,  and  in  regard  to  whom  Secretary  Fish  says :  "  The 
s,  as  stated  by  the  SoHcitor-Oeneral  of  Great  Britain,  who  had 
rge  of  the  proceedings,  and  who  was  examined  before  the  late 
tish  commission  on  the  extradition  question,  were  that  the 
oner,  being  extradited  for  forgery,  was  acquitted,  and  was 
reupon  tried  and  convicted  for  larceny,  an  offense  for  which 
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he  could  not  have  been  surrendered,  not  being  enumerate  in  the 
list  of  crimes  mentioned  in  the  treaty."  (Foreign  Kelations  of 
the  United  States,  1876,  pp.  213,  214.) 

Mr.  Mullens  is  the  person  to  whom  the  Secretary  alludes  as  the 
"  Solicitor-General  of  Great  Britain,"  but  who  held  no  such  office 
at  the  time,  and  acted  simply  as  the  solicitor  in  a  private  prosecu- 
tion, with  which  the  British  Government  had  nothing  to  do. 

The  answer  of  Lord  Derby  in  respect  to  this  case  is  as  follows: 

"  Her  Majesty's  Government  much  regret  that  a  chai^  was 
made  against  the  prisoner  not  justified  by  the  extradition  warrant 
under  which  he  was  received ;  but  though  the  charge  was  preferred 
according  to  the  ordinary  forms  of  criminal  procedure  in  Her 
Majesty's  name,  it  is  the  well-known  course  of  law  in  this  country 
that  every  private  individual  has  the  power  of  presenting  an  in- 
dictment, while,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  tne  presenting  or  finding  of 
that  indictment  is  entirely  unknown  to  any  person  representing 
the  executive  Government.  Her  Majesty's  Government  must 
repeat  that  this  departure  from  the  extradition  warrant  in  the  case 
of  Heilbronn  was  not  the  act  of  Her  Majesty's  Government,  nor 
was  it  called  to  their  attention  or  known  to  tnem ;  and  Her  Maj- 
esty's Government  are  not  aware  of  any  other  instance  which  has 
occurred  in  this  country,  during  the  long  period  that  has  elapsed 
since  1842,  where  a  person  surrendered  under  the  treaty  of  1843 
has  been  put  upon  his  trial  for  an  offense  other  than  that  in  respect 
to  which  nis  extradition  was  demanded."     (Id.,  p.  259.) 

The  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  alluding  to  this  case  in  his 
speech  in  the  House  of  Lords,  said  : 

"  When  he  [Heilbronn]  was  tried  here  this  actually  occurred  : 
the  judge  at  once  said  that  the  facts  showed  that  the  offense  com- 
mitted was  embezzlement  and  not  robbery,  and  the  man  was 
tried  and  sentenced  for  the  former  offense,  for  which  he  ought  not 
to  have  been  surrendered  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty.  That 
would  not  have  been  very  creditable  to  the  Government  if  they 
had  ever  heard  of  it ;  but  the  Government  never  heard  of  it. 
It  was  never  brought  to  their  notice  at  the  time  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, or  until  it  was  mentioned  by  the  committee  of  the  other 
house  in  1868."     (Id.,  p.  292.) 

His  Lordship,  if  correctly  reported,  was  mistaken  as  to  the 
crime  on  which  Heilbronn  was  extradited.  It  was  not  robberv, 
but  forgery. 

Mr.  William  B.  Lawrence,  in  an  article  published  in  the  Albany 
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'  Journal  (vol.  14,  p.  91),  refers  to  a  letter  writteu  January  4, 
%  bj  Sir  Thomas  Henry,  the  English  magistrate  to  whom 
adition  matters  were  confided,  in  which  the  writer  says :  "  It 

be  seen  that  it  was  a  private  prosecntion,  which  was  eon- 
:ed  by  Mr.  Mullens,  as  solicitor  for  the  private  prosecutor,  and 

the  English  Government  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 

trial,  and  probably  knew  nothing  about  it.  The  trial  took 
e  in  1854,  more  than  twenty  years  ago,  and  at  that  period  the 
of  extradition  was  very  little  known,  either  in  England  or  the 
ted  States,  and  it  did  not  occur  to  any  one  to  raise  an  objeo- 

to  the  prisoner  being  tried  for  a  second  offense." 

hese  statements  effectually  dispose  of  the  case  of  Heilbronn. 

British  Government  had  no  knowledge  of  the  proceeding  at 
time,  and  was  made  aware  of  it  only  by  the  report  of  a  com- 
;ee  of  the  House  of  Commons  in  1868,  The  prosecntion  was 
ivate  one,  and  what  was  done  was  the  act  of  the  judge  who 
i  the  case,  and  not  of  Her  Majesty's  Government.  The  Gov- 
nent  of  the  United  States  was  not  apprised  of  the  facts.  The 
stion,  whether  a  person  extradited  on  a  specific  charge  can  be 
1  for  any  other  offense  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  surren- 
id,  was  not  raised  before  the  court,  and  no  decision  was  made 
egard  to  it.     Sir  Thomas  Henry  says  that  it  did  not  occnr  to 

one  to  raise  such  a  questioQ. 

ord  Derby  admite  that  the  proceeding  was  "  not  justified  by 
extradition  warrant,"  and  expresses  the  regret  of  Her  Maj- 
's  Government  that  there  was  such  a  departure  from  this  war- 
;.  Neither  Government  was  appealed  to  at  the  time  ;  and, 
ce,  neither,  by  acquiescence  and  approbation,  or  by  protest, 
ed  any  construcUon  upon  the  treaty  of  1842.  The  case,  in 
lig^t  of  theee  fhcts,  plainly  has  no  significance  as  a  prece- 


.  The  Case  of  Tod  Aemam.  —  The  second  case  is  that  of 
1  Aemam,  who,  in  1854,  was  surrendered  by  the  United  States 
he  authorities  of  Upper  Canada,  upon  the  charge  of  forgery. 
Clarke,  in  his  treatise  on  Extradition  (2d  ed.,  p.  101),  men- 
B  this  case,  and  refers  to  4  Upper  Canada  Reports  (0.  P.), 

;  appears  that,  after  Ton  Aemam's  committal  in  Canada,  an 
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application  was  made  for  his  release  on  bail,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  of  the  corpus  delicti  was  not  sufScient,  and  that  at 
the  most  the  offense  was  simply  that  of  obtaining  money  under 
false  pretenses,  which  was  not  within  the  treaty.  In  answer  to 
this  application,  and  denying  it,  Chief  Justice  Macauley  said : 
^^  The  committing  magistrate  has  transmitted  copies  of  the  depo- 
sitions, etc.,  before  him,  but  they  are  not  all  that  may  be  reason- 
ably supposed  to  exist.  It  is  not  necessary  to  express  an  opinion 
on  the  point,  but  I  am  much  disposed  to  regard  the  instrument  as 
a  forged  bill ;  and  even  if  the  prisoner's  offense  amounted  to  false 
pretenses  only,  I  should  hesitate  to  bail  him  under  the  circum- 
stances under  which  he  has  been  taken,  surrendered  and  received 
into  custody.  Being  in  custody,  he  is  liable  to  be  prosecuted  for 
any  offense  which  the  facts  may  support." 

The  question  before  the  court,  and  the  only  one  upon  which  it 
passed  judgment,  was,  not  for  what  offense  the  prisoner  should  be 
tried,  but  whether  he  should  be  admitted  to  bail.  The  court  wae 
inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  offense  was  that  of  forgery,  which 
was  the  crime  specified  in  the  extradition  proceedings ;  but,  if  it 
were  simply  that  of  false  pretenses,  the  decision  was  not  to  grant 
the  application  for  bail.  The  remark  incidentally  fell  from  the 
lips  of  Chief  Justice  Macauley,  that,  "  being  in  custody,"  the 
prisoner  "  is  liable  to  be  prosecuted  for  any  offense  which  the  facts 
may  support ; "  and  this  remark  is  the  only  part  of  the  utterance 
which  Secretary  Fish  quotes. 

This  case,  in  being  neither  pertinent  nor  authoritative,  lacks 
the  cardinal  qualities  of  a  good  precedent.  It  is  not  pertinent, 
because  the  question  considered  and  decided  by  the  court  is  en- 
tirely different  from  the  one  under  discussion  between  Lord  Derby 
and  Secretary  Fish.  Chief  Justice  Macaulay,  in  the  words  quoted, 
simply  stated  a  general  rule  of  criminal  law  which  no  one  dis- 
putes ;  but  in  stating  that  rule  he  expressed  no  opinion  as  to  the 
proper  construction  of  the  treaty  of  1842  between  Great  Britain 
and  the  United  States,  and  especially  as  to  the  rights  upon  which 
each  might  insist,  under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  in  respect 
to  the  trial  of  extradited  persons.  No  such  question  was  before 
him  or  decided  by  him ;  and  what  he  said  in  denying  an  applies- 
tion  for  bail  is  not  to  be  forced  out  of  the  relations  in  which  the 
utterance  was  made. 
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Nor  ifi  the  precedent  any  better  as  ao  authority.  If  the  worde 
sed  really  mean  all  that  they  were  quoted  to  prove,  they  would 
ot  furnish  a  precedent  binding  upon  the  British  Government, 
nless  it  could  be  shown  that  the  Governnient,  having  knowl- 
ige  of  them,  bad  adopted  them  aa  an  expression  of  its  views. 
0  make  a  single  sentence,  casually  falling  from  the  lips  of  a 
rovincial  judge,  when  denying  an  application  for  bail,  an  author- 
j  as  against  Her  Majesty's  Govemment  as  to  the  proper  constmo- 
on  of  an  intemaldonal  compact,  is  immensely  to  overmte  its  im- 
Drtance,  especially  so  when  that  compact  was  not  the  eubject- 
latter  of  the  nttenmce,  and  not  necessarily  involved  in  its  mean- 
ig.  We  may  hence  dismiss  this  precedent  as  being  neither  perti- 
ent  nor  authoritative,  and,  of  course,  of  no  value  in  settling  the 
[>int  that  was  under  discussion. 

8.  The  Case  of  John  Paxton.  —  The  third  case  is  that  of 
ohn  Paxton,  who,  in  1866,  was  extradited  from  the  United 
tates  to  Lower  Canada,  on  the  charge  of  forgery.  The  charge 
rought  against  him  in  Canada  was  that  of  uttering  a  forged 
romisBory  note,  knowing  it  to  be  forged.  His  plea  was  that  be 
)uld  not  be  tried  except  for  the  specific  crime  set  forth  in  the 
rtradition  proceedings.  The  facts  of  the  plea  were  denied  in  the 
ipHcation ;  and  a  jury,  having  been  empanelled  to  try  the  issue 
f  fact,  found  "  that  the  prisoner  was  extradited  for  forgery, 
hereas  he  is  actually  indicted  for  uttering  forged  paper." 

On  a  motion  to  set  aside  this  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial, 
lade  by  the  prosecutor  before  the  Queen's  Bench,  it  was  decided 
Y  two  judges  against  one  that  the  question  submitted  to  the  jury 
aa  not  a  proper  one  for  a  jury  to  determine,  that  a  new  trial  of 
lat  issue  should  nut  be  granted,  and  that  the  prisoner  should 
lead  and  answer  forthwith  to  the  indictment  found  against  him. 
hough  he  protested  against  being  tried  for  uttering  forged  paper, 
hen  he  had  been  extradited  on  the  charge  of  forgery,  he  was, 
ivertheleSB,  tried  and  found  guilty  on  the  former  charge ;  and, 
le  sentence  being  postponed,  the  verdict  was  subsequently  con- 
-med  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  consisting  of  the  same  jndges, 
ith  the  addition  of  Chief  Justice  Duval.  (10  Lower  Can. 
irist,  11,  212,  352,  and  Clarke  on  Extradition  [2d  ed.],  pp.  98- 
M.) 
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The  court,  in  this  case,  proceeded  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
defendant  had  no  standing  at  its  bar,  except  to  plead  to  the  indict- 
ment found  against  him.  It,  hence,  tried  him  for  the  offense 
charged  in  the  indictment,  without  any  reference  to  the  terms  of 
the  treaty  under  which  he  had  been  extradited,  or  the  proceed- 
ings under  that  treaty,  or  to  the  question  whether  the  offense  thus 
charged  was  or  was  not  the  one  for  which  he  had  been  surren- 
dered by  the  United  States. 

This  was,  in  practice,  the  adoption  of  the  French  doctrine, 
which  assigns  the  construction  and  application  of  extradition 
treaties  to  the  political  department  of  Government,  and  leaves 
the  judiciary  nothing  to  do  but  simply  try  offenders  for  the 
crimes  charged  against  them,  without  inquiring  into  the  form  of 
their  arrest,  or  the  mode  in  which  they  were  brought  within  its 
jurisdiction. 

The  proceeding  in  this  case  manifestly  has  no  application  what- 
ever, considered  as  a  precedent,  to  the  point  in  dispute  between 
the  two  Governments  in  respect  to  Winslow. 

Lord  Derby  and  Secretary  Fish  were  not  discussing  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  person,  extradited  under  the  treaty  of  1842,  and 
afterward  standing  .before  a  court  of  justice  and  there  charged 
with  crime,  could  himself  set  up,  as  a  plea  of  defense,  that  the 
crime  for  which  he  was  about  to  be  tried  is  not  the  one  for  which 
he  was  surrendered,  and  on  this  ground  claim,  as  a  legal  right, 
that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  him  for  that  crime.  They 
were  not  disputing  about  any  question  of  right  or  jurisdiction  as 
between  the  prisoner  and  the  court  before  which  he  was  arraigned. 
Their  question  related  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  treaty  it- 
self, with  reference  to  the  inquiry  whether  it,  expressly  or  by 
implication,  stipulates  that  the  party  surrendered  shall  be  tried 
only  for  the  offense  for  which  the  surrender  was  made,  and  hence 
whether  the  delivering  Government,  and  not  the  prisoner,  has 
the  right  to  insist  that  the  jurisdiction  acquired  by  the  surrender 
shall  be  limited  to  this  purpose.  Their  question  was  one  of  di- 
plomacy as  between  the  two  Governments,  and  not  one  of  law  as 
between  the  prisoner  and  the  court. 

Upon  this  point  the  court  in  the  case  of  Paxton  expressed  no 
opinion,  and  passed  no  judgment ;  and,  hence,  its  action  has  no 
pertinency  whatever  to  the  matter  which  was  the  subject  in  con- 
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oversy.  L^  it  be  granted,  for  tlie  sake  of  the  argament,  that 
le  prisoner  cannot  make  the  treaty  tlie  basis  of  a  le^  right  in 
spect  to  the  crime  for  which  he  may  be  tried ;  and  it  does  not 
How  that  the  surrendering  Oovemment  cannot  claim  in  respect 

him  the  rights  which  flow  from  the  treaty.  The  two  questions 
e  entirely  t^tinct. 

It  is  quite  ti'ue  that  if  it  were  an  established  and  well-known 
le,  iii  the  conrts  of  different  conntries,  when  dealing  with  extra- 
ted  persons,  to  pay  no  attention  to  the  fact  of  their  extradition 
d  try  them  for  any  crime  legally  charged  against  them,  and  if 
[ivemmeiits  should  make  extradiUon  treaties,  and  deliver  up 
gitive  criminals  to  each  other,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  this 
:;[,  and  with  no  provisions  in  those  treaties,  express  or  implied, 
alifying  or  limiting  the  application  of  the  rnle,  th^i,  indeed, 
s  facts  would  eliow  a  tacit  acquiescence  in  the  rule  on  the  part 

these  Governments,  and  thus  it  might  become  a  rule  of  inter- 
tional  law.  This  is  conceivable,  but  it  is  not  real.  No  such 
;t  of  long  and  general  acquiescence  exists  or  has  ever  existed. 
Tlie  few  cases  in  which  the  question,  whether  an  extradited 
rson  can  be  tried  for  any  offense  other  than  the  one  for  which 

was  sorrendered,  has  been  considered  by  courts,  falls  very  far 
}rt  of  establishing  any  such  rule ;  and,  in  these  cases  even,  the 
cieions  liave  not  been  uniform  one  way  or  the  other.  No  one 
II  pretend  that  such  a  rule  exists  as  a  general  usage  of  nations. 

I.  The  Case  of  Bosenbanm.  —  The  fourth  case  is  that  of 
eenbaum,  occurring  in  Canada  in  1874,  in  respect  to  which 
jretary  Fish  says  that  "  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  was 
imed  because  there  was  no  prohibition  under  the  laws  of  the 
lited  States  against  the  trial  of  criminals  for  offenses  other  than 
ae  for  which  they  were  extradited,  as  required  by  the  [English] 
of  1870."  (Foreign  relations  of  the  United  States,  1876,  p. 
i.)  Secretary  Fish  quotes  two  remarks  made  by  Mr.  Justice 
insay,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Che  first  remark  is  the  following :  "  If  it  were  recognized  as  a 
iciple  of  international  law  that  a  prisoner  extradited  could 
y  be  tried  for  the  crime  for  which  the  extradition  took  place, 
rould  not  have  been  necessary  for  the  Imperial  Parliament  to 
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make  these  provisions."     The  provisions  referred  to  are  those  of 
the  English  act  of  1870. 

There  are  three  answers  to  this  remark.     The  first  is,  that  the 
primary  and  main  question  between  Lord  Derby  and  Secretary 
Fish  was  not  whether  snch  immunity  is  secured  to  an  extradited 
prisoner  by  ^' international  law,"  independently  of  treaties,  but 
whether  it  was  involved  in  the  treaty  of  1842  between  Great  Brit- 
ain and  the  United  States.     The  second  is,  that  the  text  writers 
on  international  law,  who  have  referred  to  the  subject  at  all,  re- 
cognize and  with  great  uniformity  affirm  the  "  principle  "  which 
Mr.  Justice  Kamsay  states  as  an  hypothesis,  simply  for  an  arga- 
mentative  purpose.     The  third  is,  that  the  object  of  the  provis- 
ions referred  to  in  the  English  act,  as  Lord  Derby  asserts,  and  as 
the  reason  of  the  thing  clearly  implies,  was  not  to  gain  ends  that 
lie  beyond  the  scope  of  British  extradition  treaties,  including  that 
with  the  United  States,  but  to  secure  their  proper  execution  ac- 
cording to  the  construction  placed  upon  them  by  the  ^^  Imperial 
Parliament." 

It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  Parliament,  when  passing  a  law 
for  the  execution  of  these  treaties,  consciously  and  deliberately 
designed  to  insert  in  the  law  a  "  principle  "  entirely  unknown  to 
them,  and  in  excess  of  their  provisions,  and  that,  too,  without  the 
consent  of  the  other  parties  to  these  treaties.  The  assamption 
contradicts  all  the  probabilities  and  proprieties  of  the  caae,  and 
withal  is  not  sustained  by  a  particle  of  evidence.  The  proper 
view  of  the  English  Extradition  Act  is  that  Parliament  judged  it 
to  be  suitable  legislation  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  and 
purposes  of  existing  extradition  treaties. 

The  other  remark  of  Mr.  Justice  Ramsay  is  as  follows:  **  I  am 
not,  however,  aware  that  it  has  been  laid  down  in  England,  tliat 
a  man,  once  within  the  jurisdiction  of  English  courts,  could  set 
up  the  form  of  his  arrest,  or  the  mode  by  which  he  came  into 
custody,  as  a  reason  for  his  discharge  when  accused  of  crime/* 
This  remark  plainly  has  no  pertinence  to  the  question  under  dis- 
cussion between  Lord  Derby  and  Secretary  Fish.  That  question, 
as  previously  observed,  related,  not  to  what  the  prisoner  might 
plead  in  his  defense  as  a  ground  of  ^^  discharge,"  birt  to  what  the 
delivering  Government  might  under  the  treaty  claim  in  his  be- 
half. 
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Kor  hag  the  remark  any  eignificaiice,  as  a  rule  of  law,  when 
jght  to  be  applied  in  this  country  to  the  trial  of  extradited 
rsons.  The  CooBtitution  makes  the  treaties  of  the  United 
tCea  a  part  of  "  the  eapreme  law  of  the  land ; "  and,  as  snch, 
iy  are  a  nile  for  courts.  British  treaties,  however,  have  no 
;h  character  in  England  or  Canada,  except  as  they  are  invested 
th  it  by  law.  Now,  it  might  be  true,  in  Great  Britain  and 
nada,  that  the  form  of  one's  arrest  and  the  mode  by  which  he 
ne  into  custody  would  be  circumstances  of  no  legal  consequence 
reference  to  the  crime  for  which  it  would  be  allowable  to  try 
n  ;  yet  it  docs  not  follow  that  the  same  would  be  equally  true 
the  United  States. 

[f  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States,  either  expressly 
by  imphcation,  do  secure  to  an  extradited  perwn  immunity 
liust  trial  for  any  offense  other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was 
rendered,  and  if  a  given  person,  having  been  surrendered  to 
■■  United  States  on  a  specific  charge  of  crime,  is  sought  to  be 
t  on  trial  for  some  other  offense,  then  the  form  of  his  arrest 
1  the  mode  by  which  he  caine  into  custody  are,  as  matters  of 
r,  vital  circumstauces  in  the  case.  The  treaty,  under  which  he 
s  surrendered,  is,  upon  the  supposition  stated,  a  law  in  respect 
the  crime  for  which  he  may  be  tried.  He  has  a  legal  right  to 
[m  a  "  discharge  "  as  agaiust  detention  or  trial  for  any  other 
tie,  committed  prior  to  his  extradition,  than  the  one  for  which 
I  surrender  was  made.  Whether  an  extradited  party  has  the 
10  legal  right  in  England  or  Canada  does  not  affect  the  ques- 
1,  one  way  or  the  other,  in  the  United  States. 
Chere  are,  hence,  two  serious  difficulties  with  the  second  re- 
rk  of  Mr.  Justice  Ramsay.  One  is  its  irrelevancy  to  the  point 
ler  discussion  between  the  two  Covcmments ;  and  the  other 
ts  insigniticance,  considered  as  furnishing  a  rule  by  which  to 
ermine  what  an  American  court  may  or  may  not  do  in  dealing 
h  an  extradited  person. 

1.  The  Case  or  Barley. —  The  fifth  case  is  that  of  Bnrley 
3,  in  ISQi,  was  demanded  from  Canada  by  the  United  States, 
the  charge  of  having  committed  robbery  on  hoard  the  steamer 
hilo  Parsons"  on  Lake  Erie.  He  claimed  in  Canada  that  he 
id  as  an  officer  in  the  service  of  the  Confederate  States,  then 
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at  war  with  the  United  States,  and,  hence,  that  he  was  protected 
against  the  charge  by  the  right  of  belligerency ;  and  yet  he  was 
surrendered  by  the  Canadian  authorities. 

Mr.  Clarke,  in  his  work  on  Extradition  (2d  ed.,  p.  90),  says 
that  when  Burley  was  brought  to  trial  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  '*  the 
judge  ruled  that  if  the  acts  complained  of  had  a  belligerent  ob- 
ject, and  were  done  under  the  authority  of  a  Confederate  com- 
mission, the  animus  furandi  was  wanting  and  he  must  be  held 
not  guilty.  The  jury  disagreed,  and  the  prisoner,  being  released 
on  moderate  bail,  did  not  reappear."  That  was,  consequently, 
the  end  of  the  case,  so  far  as  the  prisoner  was  concerned. 

Judge  Fitch,  who  tried  this  case,  told  the  jury  that  *^  the  theft 
must  be  found  to  have  been  made  with  felonious  intent,"  and 
that  the  prisoner  ^^  had  a  right,  if  commissioned,  to  take  the  boat, 
money,  or  other  property  for  the  furtherance  of  his  Govern- 
ment." He  also  said  that  ^^  a  state  of  war  existed  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  Confederate  Government,  so  called, 
and  it  made  no  difference  whether  the  United  States  Government 
admitted  it  or  not."  ''  The  cliarge  was  applicable  only  to  a  state 
of  war."  He  consequently  held  that,  ^^as  a  soldier  of  the  Con- 
federate  States  Government,  he  [Burley]  had  a  soldier's  right  to 
capture  the  steamer  and  appropriate  her,  and  any  money  belong- 
ing to  her  to  the  cause  of  his  Government."  (Foreign  Kelations 
of  the  United  States,  1876,  p.  264.) 

The  language  of  Judge  Fitch  implies  that  robbery  was  the 
offense  for  which  Burley  was  tried ;  and  his  doctrine  is  that,  if 
the  prisoner  acted  as  a  soldier  of  the  Confederate  Goveminent, 
the  ^^  state  of  war  "  secured  to  him  immunity  against  conviction 
on  this  charge. 

The  importance  of  this  case  grows  out  of  the  fact  that,  under 
the  apprehension  that  Burley  was  about  to  be  tried  for  piracy,  the 
attention  of  the  British  Government  was  called  to  it,  and  th&t 
the  question  whether  this  would  be  consistent  with  the  treaty  ot 
1842  was  submitted  to  the  then  law  officers  of  the  Crown.  The 
evidence  taken  in  1868  by  the  select  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons  on  Extradition,  contains  the  following  statement  as  u* 
this  case,  made  before  the  committee  by  the  Right  Hon.  Ed- 
mund Hammond,  the  permanent  under  Secretary  for  Foreiga 
Affairs: 
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'  It  was  BQgeested  that  the  American  Government  contemplated 
tting  him  [Bnrley]  on  hia  trial  for  piracy,  which,  however,  did 
i  prove  to  have  been  the  case;  but  he  Beems  to  have  been 
irged  in  the  United  States,  thongli  not  before  the  Canadian 
;horitiefl,  with  assanlt  with  intent  to  commit  mnrder.  The 
Estion  wae  referred  to  the  law  officers  in  this  country,  and  it 
s  held  that,  if  the  United  States  put  him  hona  fide  on  hia  trial 

t)ie  ofiense  in  respect  to  which  he  was  given  up,  it  would  be 
Bcult  to  question  their  right  to  put  him  upon  hie  trial  also 

piracy  or  any  other  oSense  which  he  might  be  accused  of 
emitting  within  their  territory,  whether  or  not  snch  offense 
)  a  ground  of  extradition  or  even  within  the  treaty."  (Answer, 

'  We  admit  in  thia  country  that  if  a  man  is  "bona  jide  tried 
the  offense  for  which  he  was  given  up,  there  is  notliing  to  pre- 
it  Ilia  being  subsequently  tried  for  another  offense,  either  ante- 
ently  committed  or  not."  (Answer,  103B.  See  Clarke  on 
;radition,  2d  ed.,  note,  pp.  90,  91.) 

lecretary  Fish  refers  to  this  opinion  of  the  then  law  officeis  of 
British  Gktvemment,  as  sustaining  hia  view,  and  inconsistent 
li  that  of  Lord  Derby.  He  hence  uses  the  opinion  as  an  ar- 
aent  of  the  ad  hominem  character.     (Foreign  Relations  of 

United  States,  1876,  p.  214.) 

T^hat  then  did  the  British  G-overnment  do  with  this  opinion, 

especially  what  did  it  aay  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
tesl     Lord  Russell,  in  a  dispatch  dated  February  25,  1S65,  to 

Burnley,  Her  Majesty's  representative  at  Washington,  after 
:mng  to  the  application  made  in  behalf  of  Barley,  proceeded 
ay: 

I  have  to  state  to  yon  that  having  considered  this  application 
ommnnieation  with  the  proper  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  Her 
esty's  Government  are  of  opinion  that  if  the  United  States 
^eminent,  having  obtained  tlie  extradition  on  the  charge  of 
aery,  do  not  put  him  on  his  trial  upon  this  charge,  but  upon 
ther,  namely,  piracy  (which,  if  it  had  been  made  before  the 
ladian  autliorities,  they  might  have  held  not  sufficiently  estab- 
ed  to  warrant  his  extradition),  this  would  be  a  breach  of  good 
1  against  which  Her  Majesty's  Government  might  just^  re- 
istrate.  If,  however,  the  IJnited  States  Government  does 
%  fide  put  Barley  on  his  trial  for  the  offense  in  respect  to 
ch  lie  was  given  up,  it  seems  to  Her  Majesty's  Government 
;  it  woald  be  difficnlt  to  question  the  rignt  of  that  Govern- 
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ment  to  put  liim  upon  his  trial  for  piracy  also,  or  any  other  offense 
which  he  may  be  accused  of  having  committed  within  their  ter- 
ritory, whether  such  offense  was  or  was  not  a  gronnd  of  extradi- 
tion, or  even  within  the  treaty.  Accordingly  Her  Majestys 
Government  can  only  so  far  comply  with  the  application  of  Mr. 
Burley,  senior,  as  to  instruct  you  to  protest  against  any  attempt 
to  changfe  the  ground  of  accusation  upon  which  i^urlev  was  sur- 
rendered in  pursuance  of  the  treaty."  (Foreign  Belation  of  the 
United  States,  1876,  pp.  261,  262.) 

This  is  what  Her  Majesty's  representative  was  directed  to  say 
in  regard  to  the  case.  What  he  did  say  we  have  in  the  following 
communication  to  Secretary  Sewai-d : 

"  Her  Majesty's  Government,  having  considered  this  applica- 
tion, are  of  opinion  that  if  the  United  States  Government,  hav- 
ing obtained  the  extradition  on  the  charge  of  robbery,  do  not  put 
him  on  his  trial  upon  this  charge,'  but  upon  another,  namely,  pi- 
racy (which,  if  it  had  been  made  before  tne  Canadian  authorities^ 
they  miffht  have  held  not  suflSciently  established  to  warrant  his 
extradition),  this  would  be  a  breach  of  good  faith  against  which 
Her  Majesty's  Government  might  justly  remonstrate.  Her  Maj- 
esty's Government  are,  therefore,  vrilling,  should  the  grounds 
upon  which  Burley  is  to  be  tried  take  the  above  turn,  to  comply 
so  far  with  the  application  of  Mr.  Burley,  senior,  as  to  instruct 
me  to  protest  a^inst  any  attempt  to  change  the  ground  of  acco- 
satioii  upon  which  Burley  was  surrendered  in  pursuance  of  tlte 
treaty."     (Id.,  p.  292.) 

This  letter,  addressed  to  Secretary  Seward  on  the  15th  of  March, 
1865,  was  a  formal  protest  against  putting  Burley  on  trial  for  pi- 
racy when  his  extradition  had  been  obtained  on  the  charge  of 
robbery,  and  against  any  attempt  to  change  the  ground  of  accu- 
sation upon  which  he  was  surrendered.  It  did  not  oommauicate 
to  Mr.  Seward  that  part  of  the  dispatch  of  Lord  Russell,  in  mrliich 
his  Lordship  adopts  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown. 
That  opinion  sustains  the  doctrine  of  Secretary  Fish,  with  the 
qualification  that  the  extradited  person  must  first  have  a  bonj 
fide  trial  upon  the  charge  in  respect  to  which  he  was  given  up. 
Lord  Bussell  adopted  it,  and  communicated  it  to  Her  Majesty*  s 
representative  at  Washington,  but  the  latter  did  not  comraonicate 
it  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Seward,  on  the  20th  of  March,  1865,  replied  to  the  prot€?ss4 
as  follows : 


THE  OABB  OF   BDBLST. 


"Sir,  I  recar  to  your  note  of  the  15th  of  March,  which  relates 

B.  G.  Bcrley.  The  Honorable  the  Attorney-General  informe 
e  that  it  is  his  purpose  to  bring  the  offender  to  trial  in  the  conrta 

the  States  of  Onio  and  Michigan,  for  the  crimes  committed  bj 
m  against  the  muuicipal  laws  of  those  States,  namely :  robbery 
d  assaalt  with  intent  to  commit  marder.     He  was  delivered  ap 

the  Canadian  authorities  upon  a  reqnisition  which  was  baaed 
on  charges  of  those  crimes,  and  also  upon  a  charge  of  piracy, 
liuh  is  triable,  not  by  State  courts,  but  by  the  courts  of  the 
lited  States.     I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  the  principle  claimed 

the  protest  of  Her  Majesty's  Government,  that  the  offender 
iild  not  legallv  be  tried  for  the  crime  of  piracy  under  the  cir- 
mstances  of  the  case.  Nevertheless,  the  question  raised  upon 
has  become  an  abstraction,  as  it  is  at  present  the  purpose  of  the 
)vemment  to  bring  him  to  trial  for  the  Crimea  against  municipal 
T  only."     (Id.,  p.  280.) 

rhe  answer  of  Mr.  Seward  shows  that  he  regarded  the  letter  of 
'.  Burnley  as  a  protest  against  putting  Burley  on  trial  for  pi- 
y,  when,  as  the  case  was  stated  to  him  by  the  representative  of 
I  British  Government,  he  had  been  delivered  up  simply  on  the 
u^  of  robbery.  He  says  that  he  was  not  prepared  to  admit 
<  principle  set  forth  In  the  protest,  but  held  that  Burley,  hav- 
;  been  surrendered,  as  he  understood  it,  upon  the  charge  of 
acy,  as  well  as  upon  that  of  robbery  and  an  assault  with  intent 
[lummit  murder,  might  be  tried  for  the  piracy.  The  question, 
vever,  was  a  mere  "  abstraction,"  since  the  Government  did 
.  propose  to  try  him  on  the  piratical  charge, 
rhere  was  evidently  some  confusion  of  understanding  between 
two  Governments  as  to  the  charge  on  which  Burley  was  extra- 
id ;  yet,  so  far  as  Mr.  Seward  was  officially  informed,  the  atti- 
e  of  the  British  Government  was  simply  that  of  a  protest 
inat  his  trial  for  piracy,  on  the  ground  that  this  was  not  the 
use  for  which  the  prisoner  had  been  surrendered.  Secretary 
h,  in  the  Winslow  correspondence,  says  tliat  Burley  was  tried 
assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  which  Mr.  Seward  un- 
itood  to  be  embraced  in  the  chai^  on  which  he  was  delivered 
and  in  regard  to  this  statement  Lord  Derby  remarks  that  the 
tish  Government  had  no  knowledge  of  this  fact,  if  fact  it  was, 
il  so  informed  by  Secretary  Fish  in  1876.  (Id.,  p.  281.) 
Ve  have,  then,  in  this  case,  the  following  facts: 
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(1.)  That  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  beiog  consalted,  did 
express  the  opinion  that  if  the  United  States  pat  Bnrley  on  trial, 
honajidey  for  the  crime  in  respect  to  which  he  had  been  surren- 
dered, it  would  be  allowable  to  try  him  afterward  for  piracy,  or 
any  other  crime  of  which  he  might  be  accused,  whether  within 
the  treaty  or  not,  and  whetlier  committed  before  or  after  his  ex- 
tradition. 

(2.)  That  Lord  Bassell,  in  his  dispatch  to  Mr.  Bamley,  having 
expressed  the  opinion  that  it  would  be  a  breach  of  good  faith  to 
put  Barley  on  trial  for  piracy  when  he  had  been  delivered  up 
simply  on  the  charge  of  robbery,  qualified  the  expression  by 
adopting  and  stating  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown, 
and  then  directed  Mr.  Burnley  '^  to  protest  against  any  attempt 
to  change  the  ground  of  accusation  upon  which  Burley  was  sur- 
rendered in  pursuance  of  the  treaty." 

(3.)  That  Mr.  Barnley,  in  his  letter  to  Mr.  Seward,  made  the 
protest  as  directed,  but  said  nothing  about  the  opinion  of  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown,  or  its  adoption  by  Lord  Bussell. 

(4.)  That  Mr.  Seward,  not  informed  of  this  opinion,  regarded 
the  letter  as  a  protest  against  trying  Burley  for  piracy,  when,  as 
the  British  Government  understood  and  officially  stated  the  case, 
he  had  been  surrendered  simply  on  the  charge  of  robbery. 

All,  then,  that  there  is  in  this  case,  considered  as  a  question  of 
actiuil  diplomacy  between  the  two  Governments,  is  exactly  in 
harmony  with  the  general  doctrine  maintained  by  Lord  Derby  in 
1876.  What  is  not  in  harmony  with  that  doctrine  is  the  o{MnioQ 
of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  adopted  by  Lord  Russell,  but 
not  communicated  to  the  Grovernment  of  the  United  States^  It 
was  not  the  subject  of  any  correspondence  between  the  two  Crov- 
emments ;  and  the  United  States  had  no  knowledge  of  it  until 
after  the  case  was  entirely  disposed  of.  The  most  that  can  be 
said  is  that  such  an  opinion  was  held  by  one  party  to  the  treaty, 
but  was  not  communicated  to  the  other,  or  made  the  basis  of  any 
action  as  between  the  two  parties.  It  never  became  a  diplomatic 
fact ;  and  this  very  materially  changes  its  character,  considered  as 
an  argumentum  ad  haminem  addressed  in  1876  to  the  British 
Government. 


7.  The  Case  of  Caldwell.  —  The  sixth  case  is  that  of  Caldwell 
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arained  in  a  previous  cliapter  so  far  as  the  action  of  the  United 
fltea  is  coneeroed,  but  not  with  reference  to  tlie  action  of  the 
ritish  Government.  Caldwell  was  extradited  from  Canada  to 
e  United  States  on  a  charf^  of  foi^ry,  and  was  not  tried  for 
at  ofEense  at  all,  bnt  was  in  1871  tried  and  convicted  on  the 
arge  of  bribing  an  ofBcer  of  the  United  States.*  Being  ap- 
ieod  of  the  purpose  of  the  Government  to  try  him  for  the  lat- 
r  oflenae,  he  addressed  a  memorial  to  the  (Jovemor-General  of 
e  Dominion  of  CanadA,  asking  his  interposition  to  prevent  a 
ial  for  any  other  than  the  extradition  offense. 
This  memorial  was  transmitted  to  Her  Majesty's  Secretary  of 
ate  for  the  Colonies.  The  Secretarj-,  in  his  reply  to  the  Gov- 
nor-General,  says  that  be  has  been  in  communication  with  Her 
ajesty's  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs  in  regard  to  the 
Be,  and  that  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  has 
en  taken  upon  it.  He  farther  says  tliat  Her  Majesty's  Gov- 
nment  are  advised  that  there  is  no  occasion  for  "  claiming  the 
rrender  of  the  petitioner  from  the  United  States  Government  j " 
at,  as  it  appears,  "  he  haa  been  duly  indicted  for  the  ofEense  by 
ason  of  which  he  was  surrendered,  and  it  seems  tliat  he  is  to  be 
edforit;"  and  that  "Her  Majesty's  Government  are  further 
vised  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  convention  which  would  pre- 
ide  the  indictment  of  the  petitioner  in  the  United  States  for  an 
ditional  offense  which  is  not  enumerated  in  the  convention,  so 
ng  as  such  proceedings  were  not  snbstitnted  for  proceedings 
alnst  him  on  the  charge  by  reason  of  which  he  was  surren- 
red."  (Foreign  Relations  to  the  United  States,  187G,  pp.  265- 
iS.) 

No  correspondence  was  opened  by  the  British  Go^■e^nment 
ith  the  United  States  in  regard  to  this  case ;  and  hence  it  here 
ded  so  far  as  the  action  of  the  former  was  concerned.  The 
-itish  Government,  supposing  that  Caldwell  had  been  "  duly  In- 
:ted  for  the  offense  by  reason  of  which  he  was  surrendered," 
d  that  he  was  about  "  to  be  tried  for  it,"  thought  tliat  he  might 
tried  "  for  an  additional  offeiise  "  not  ennmerated  in  t!ie  treaty, 
io  long  as  such  proceedings  are  not  substituted  for  proceedings 
ainst  him  on  the  chai-ge  by  reason  of  which  he  was  surrcn- 
red."  The  fa<ft  in  the  case  is  that  Caldwell  was  not  tried  at 
.  on  the  charge  of  forgery.     That  charge  was  abandoned,  and 
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"  proceedings  "  on  the  charge  of  bribing  an  officer  of  the  United 
States  were  "  substituted,"  under  which  he  was  tried,  convicted 
and  punished. 

The  opinion  of  the  British  Government  that,  having  been  bona 
fide  tried  for  the  extradition  offense,  the  prisoner  might  thereafter 
be  put  on  trial  for  "  an  additional  offense,^'  does  not  come  np  to 
the  doctrine  of  Secretary  Fish,  who  excluded  this  qualification 
altogether,  and  passes  beyond  the  doctrine  maintained  by  Lord 
Derby,  who  insisted  that  there  could  not,  in  consistency  with  the 
treaty,  be  any  trial  except  for  the  offense  for  which  the  party  was 
surrendered.  It  does  not  perfectly  fit  the  doctrine  of  either.  It 
contradicts  that  of  Secretary  Fish  in  part,  and  that  of  Lord  Derby 
in  part.  The  British  Government  1871  supposed  that  the  United 
States  were  about  to  do,  and  only  to  do,  what  Lord  Derby  in  1876 
claims  as  the  only  thing  that  was  allowable ;  and  yet  it  then  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  as  to  trial  for  "  an  additional  offense,"  which 
Lord  Derby  in  1876  held  to  be  incorrect. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  in  his  speech  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  disposes  of  this  case  by  simply  saying:  "I  think  that 
the  less  said  about  the  case  of  Caldwell  the  better."  (Id.,  p. 
293.) 

Lord  Derby,  in  his  speech  in  the  House  of  Lords,  deals  with 
the  case  and  that  of  Burley  more  seriously.  After  saying,  in  re- 
gard to  Caldwell,  that  "  the  decision  not  to  interfere  in  the  matter 
was  communicated  to  the  Governor  of  Canada,  and  there  the  case 
ended  so  far  as  we  are  concerned,'Vhe  proceeded  to  say: 

"  Now,  I  am  not  about  to  deny  that  these  two  cases  show  clearly 
enough  that  the  view  of  our  international  duty  taken  by  the 
then  law  officers  is  different  from  that. which  we  have  been  ad- 
vised to  adopt.  But  I  deny  altogether  that  that  difference  of 
views  disposes  of  our  case.  I  speak  with  the  highest  respect  of 
the  legal  advisers  of  the  Governments  of  1864  and  1870,  but  they 
would  not  claim  that  their  opinion  could  bind  tlieir  successors. 
And  I  observe  this,  that  though  they  do  not  advise  that  in  certain 
cases  a  claim  should  be  pressed,  though  they  express  doubt  whether 
it  ought  to  be  pressed,  yet  in  no  part  of  this  correspondence  has 
the  claim  ever  been  abandoned.  We  have  never  said  to  tlie 
American  Government  that  we  thought  it  one  which  could  not 
be  justly  advanced.  We  have  simply  forborne  to  press  it  in  cer- 
tain cases,  and  it  is  possible  and  conceivable  that  other  motives 


THE   0A8E  OF  CALDWELL.  203 

my  hftro  operated  beside  those  of  a  jndicial  or  adminigtratire 
laracter.  I  can  quite  nnderstand  that  both  in  1864  mid  1870 
tasons  of  a  political  character  may  have  indisposed  tLe  tlien 
rovemments  to  press  anv  demand  on  the  United  t^tates  ag  to 
bich  in  their  minds  any  doubt  may  have  existed.  I  am  nut  at- 
icking  what  they  did ;  bat  I  contend  that  to  waive  a  right  on 
ne  occasion,  or  on  two,  is  not  to  abandon  it ;  that  the  opinions  of 
le  law  officers  of  one  Government,  however  deserving  of  re- 
ject, are  not  international  documents ;  and  that,  aa  between  the 
Waited  States  and  England,  nothing  has  passed  which  amounts 
>  an  abandonment  of  the  claim  which  we  pnt  forth  in  this  cor- 
upondence."    (Id.,  p.  281.) 

Lord  Derby  here  concedes  —  what  is  undoubtedly  the  fact  — 
lat  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  and  the  British  Government  in 
S64  and  1870  took  a  view  which  is  different  from  that  adopted 
y  another  set  of  law  officers  and  the  British  Government  in  1876. 
le  is  entirely  correct  in  saying  that  nothing  ever  passed  between 
lat  Government  and  the  United  States  committing  the  former 
)  the  view  expressed  in  1864  and  1S70.  Secretary  Fish,  in  order 
)  find  it,  had  to  go  ontside  of  the  records  of  his  own  office.  Not 
syllable  of  correspondence,  containing  the  view,  had  ever  passed 
Btween  the  two  Grovernments.  The  protest  of  the  British  Gov- 
-ninent  as  to  the  case  of  Barley  was  exactly  in  harmony  with  the 
leory  maintained  by  Lord  Derby  in  1876 ;  and  as  to  the  case  of 
aldwell  there  was  no  correspondence. 

It  is  true,  however,  that  the  opinions  of  the  law  officers  which 
ere  held  in  1864  and  1870,  bnt  not  communicated  to  the  United 
tates,  were  in  1876  rejected  by  the  British  Government ;  and 
ecretary  Fish,  in  the  Winslow  correspondence,  had  whatever 
rgumentative  advantage  could  arise  from  this  contrariety  of  opin- 
ins.  Tills  point  ho  pressed.  The  fact  itself  admitted  of  no 
enial. 

Lord  Derby,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  while  treat- 
ig  the  opinions  of  the  former  law  officers  courteously,  maintained 
lat  they  were  not  correct ;  and,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
lis  proposition,  they  appealed  to  the  nature  and  design  of  extra- 
itiou,  as  set  forth  by  European  text  writers,  to  the  language  used 
I  the  treaty  of  1S42,  and  to  the  legislation  of  both  Governments 
)r  its  execution.  It  is  a  noticeable  feature  of  the  correspondence 
lat  Secretary  Fish  nowhere  attempts  any  reply  to  this  argument. 
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As  already  remarked,  his  main  effort  consisted  in  the  citation  of 
adverse  British  precedents,  which  he  did  not  analyze  with  a  view 
to  ascertain  their  exact  character. 

The  precedents  sought  in  the  cases  of  Heilbronn,  Von  Aeroam, 
Paxton,  and  Rosenbauni,  the  last  three  of  which  occurred  in  Can- 
ada, are  not  relevant,  since  they  do  not  bear  upon  the  direct 
point  under  discussion,  which  was  not  whether  the  prisoner  eoaM 
set  up  the  treaty  in  his  plea  of  defense,  but  whether  the  Govern- 
ment surrendering  him  could  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  daim 
that  he  should  be  tried  only  for  the  offense  on  which  the  surren- 
der was  grounded. 

The  precedents  furnished  by  the  cases  of  Burley  and  Caldwell, 
though  they  involve  the  action  of  the  British  Government,  and 
contain  the  expression  of  an  opinion  different  from  that  held  in 
1876,  possess,  as  to  that  opinion,  no  international  character  what- 
ever. The  opinion  was  not  communicated  to  the  United  States, 
and  was  not  the  basis  of  any  action  as  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments. The  United  States  had  no  diplomatic  right  to  that  opin- 
ion, since  it  was  never  the  subject  of  diplomacy  at  all.  Though 
inconsistent  with  the  position  taken  in  1876,  it  had  never  assumed 
such  a  form  of  expression  as  to  make  it  a  diplomatic  fact  And, 
moreover,  it  was  qualified  by  the  condition  that  the  surrendered 
person  must  first  have  a  Jxyiiafde  trial  for  the  crime  in  respect  to 
which  he  was  delivered  up,  before  he  could  be  put  on  trial  for 
any  ''  additional  offense ; "  and  this  condition  was  excluded  bj  the 
doctrine  of  Secretary  Fish. 

7.  The  Yital  Question  at  Issue.  —  The  vital  question,  how- 
ever,  was  not  whether  all  the  public  men  of  England  had  always 
held  the  same  opinions  on  the  subject  of  extradition,  but  wheth^ 
the  treaty  of  1842  between  the  two  Governments  did,  in  virtue 
of  an  implication  resulting  from  its  express  stipulations,  sustain 
the  doctrine  that  a  person  extradited  under  it  could  be  tried  only 
for  the  offense  charged  against  him  in  the  proceedings  and  which 
was  the  basis  of  the  surrender.  The  position  of  Secretary  Fish, 
in  respect  to  this  question,  renders  meaningless  the  provisions, 
found  in  all  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States,  that 
relate  to  the  crimes  for  which  extradition  may  be  had,  to  the  nec- 
essity of  specifically  cliarging  some  one  or  more  of  these  crimes^ 
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d  to  the  evidence  which  mnst  be  Babmitted  to  the  delivering 
>verament  in  proof  of  the  same. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  each  Government  asenmes,  as  its 
irting  point  in  making  an  extradition  treaty,  tliat  every  person 
thin  its  juriediction  and  not  viohtting  ite  laws  is  entitled,  aa 
ainBt  all  the  world,  to  the  ^iTnayoWe  right  of  andiEturbedand 
atected  asylum.  Now,  neither  Government  agrees  to  a  with- 
awal  of  this  right  in  respect  to  any  accused  party,  and  neitlier 
rees  to  place  that  party  in  the  custody  of  the  other,  except  upon 
ecified  conditions  distinctly  stated  in  the  treaty,  and  for  a  pur- 
se aa  distinctly  stated  in  the  proceedings  reijnired  by  the  treaty ; 
d  hence  it  is  simply  monstrous  to  assume  that  these  conditions 
d  this  purpose  are  operative  only  for  securing  the  surrender, 
d  absolutely  of  no  effect  the  moment  the  surrender  has  been 
:nally  obtained.  And  yet  this  was  the  position  of  Secretary 
ah. 

B.  The  Olyect  of  Extradition.  —  Extradition  is  certainly  not 
proceeding  for  its  own  sake,  but  simply  a  means  to  an  end ;  and 
it  end  is  to  give  the  receiving  Government  the  opportunity  to 
t  the  accused  party  on  trial,  and,  if  convicted,  to  punish  him 
X)rding  to  law.     A  trial  for  what } 

The  treaty  answers  this  question,  in  a  general  manner,  by  nam- 
^  the  offenses  for  which,  and  for  which  only,  extradition  may 
obtained  at  all.  It  further  answers  the  question,  in  a  specific 
d  definite  manner,  by  requiring  that  some  one  or  more  of  these 
enses  shall  be  charged  by  the  demanding  Government,  and  then 
jvod  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Government  asked  to  make  the 
[ivery,  as  indispensable  conditions  of  the  right  to  claim  the  per- 
1  of  the  allied  fugitive  on  the  charge  and  for  the  purpose  set 
■th. 

To  ignore  these  limitations  that  lie  in  extradition  as  a  means 
d  that  govern  it  as  sach,  and  regard  them  as  of  no  consequence 
ten  the  delivery  has  been  made,  is,  upon  the  very  face  of  the 
temrait,  a  palpable  perversion  of  the  remedy  itself.  This  being 
[itimate,  then  all  the  conditions  and  qualifications,  found  in  ex- 
dition  treaties,  sink  into  absolute  insignificance,  and  become 
i  sheerest  surplusage  imaginable.  The  extradition  treaties  of 
I  United  States  would  not,  upon  this  construction,  be  respect- 
le,  eren  as  literary  documents. 
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THE    EirOLISH    BXTKADITIOK    ACT. 


1.  The  Occasion  of  the  Act.—  Tlie  English  Estradition 
of  1870,  of  which  frequent  metitioQ  is  made  in  tlie  TOireep 
ence  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  with  refer 
to  the  case  of  Winalow,  grew  out  of  the  investigatione  of  a 
mittee  appointed  by  the  Honee  of  Commons,  and  directed  t( 
amine  the  whole  subject  of  extradition  law  and  report  an;  re 
mendations  adapted  to  its  improvement.  The  previous  pni 
of  Parliament  hud  been  to  provide  by  special  acts  for  the  e: 
tion  of  estradition  treaties.     Five  auch  acta  were  in  existenc 

In  1870  it  was  judged  expedient  to  establish  a  comprehei 
and  general  code  on  tlie  subject,  applicable  to  all  the  extrad 
treaties  of  the  British  Government,  and  designed  to  bo  corre 
of  evils  which  had  been  disclosed  by  the  committee  of  the  B 
of  Commons.  The  preparation  of  this  code  was  mainly  the ' 
of  Sir  Thomas  Henry. 

Lord  Derby,  in  the  Wlnelow  correspondence,  gives  the  fo 
ing  explanation  of  this  law :  "  It  is  to  be  regarded  as  intei 
to  prevent,  for  tlie  future,  evils  that  were  pointed  out  by 
Hammond  and  others,  as  having  occurred,  and  being  liab 
occur  in  private  prosecutions  to  which  the  attention  of  the  < 
emmont  had  not  been  called.  Her  Majesty's  Government 
aider  the  provisions  of  the  act  as  having  been  devised,  not  ii 
particular  interest  or  for  the  particular  ends  of  Great  Britaia 
as  the  embodiment  of  what  was  tlie  general  opinion  of  all  c 
tries  on  the  subject  of  extradition,  and  as  being  beneficial  t 
and  injurious  to  none.  That  the  general  opinion  of  Eurc 
nations  has  juetilicd  this  view  is  proved  by  the  acceptano 
most  uf  the  leading  nations  of  Europe,  of  extradition  trc 
based  on  its  provisions."  (Foreign  Relations  of  the  Ui 
States,  1876,  p.  228.) 

2.  Treaties  based  od  the  Act.  —  Mr.  Clarke,  in  an  Af 
dix  to  his  treatise  on  Extradition  (2d  ed.)  gives  the  full  tej 
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I  extradition  treaties  of  Great  Britain,  since  1870,^th  Qer- 
nj,  Belgimn,  Italy,  Denmark,  Austria,  Sweden  and  Norwiiy, 
1  Brazil,  every  one  of  wbieli  expressly  recognizes  the  principle 
it  an  extradited  party  is  triable  only  for  the  crime  or  crimes  in 
pect  to  which  his  surrender  was  made. 

rhe  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  with  Gfermany  provides  as 
lows :  '*  A  person  surrendered  can  in  no  case  be  kept  in  prison 
bronght  to  trial  in  the  State  to  which  the  surrender  has  been 
ide  for  any  crime  or  on  account  of  any  other  matters  than  those 

which  the  extradition  shall   have  taken  place.     This  stipula- 
n  does  not  apply  to  crimes  committed  after  the  extradition." 
So,  also,  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty  with  Belgium  provides 
is:  "  When  any  peraon  shall  have  been  surrendered  by  either 

the  high  contracting  parties  to  the  other,  such  person  shall 
t,  until  he  has  been  restored,  or  had  an  opportunity  of  retum- 
;  to  the  country  from  whence  lie  was  surrendered,  be  triable  or 
ad  for  any  offense  committed  in  the  other  country  prior  to  the 
Tender,  other  than  the  particukr  offense  on  account  of  which 
was  surrendered. 

Similar  provisions  are  found  in  tlie  other  treaties  contained  in 
>  Appendix  of  Mr.  Clarke.  The  acceptance  of  tliis  principle 
these  nations,  in  accordance  with  the  English  act  of  1570, 
iws  their  understanding  of  £he  general  doctrine  of  extradition, 
the  English  doctrine  on  this  subject  had  been  repulsive  to  their 
wa,  they  certainly  would  not  liave  made  treaties  embodying  it 
express  terms. 

I.  Position  of  the  British  Horernment.— A  letter  ad- 
sssed  by  Sir  E.  Thornton  to  Secretary  Fish,  on  the  22d  of  Sep- 
iber,  1870,  soon  after  the  English  act  was  passed,  called  the 
Bntion  of  the  United  States  Government  to  its  provisions. 
.  Fish  made  Uie  letter  an  occasion  for  inquiring  whether  it 
uld  not  be  poasiblo,  in  a  new  treaty,  to  provide  "that,  if  dur- 
:  the  trial  of  a  jierscHi  whose  extradition  had  been  asked  for  a 
ine,  such  as  larceny,  evidence  previously  unknown  sliould  ap- 
ir  that  a  prisoner  had  been  guilty  of  a  Jiiglier  crime,  such  as 
,rder,  it  should  be  legal  to  try  him  for  the  latter  crime." 
iir  E.  ThomtoTi  was  inatructcd  to  answer  this  question,  and  did 
;wer  it  as  follows :  "  That  any  provision  in  a  treaty  by  which 
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the  fugitive  surrendered  for  one  offense  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
may  be  tried  for  any  offense  committed  prior  to  his  extradition, 
other  than  the  extradition  crime  for  which  he  was  surrendered, 
would  be  inadmissible."  (Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States, 
1876,  p.  228.) 

The  "  schedule  "  here  referred  to  is  a  part  of  the  act  of  1870, 
containing  a  list  of  extradition  crimes,  including  those  in  the 
then  existing  treaties  of  Great  Britain,  which  must  not  be  ex- 
ceeded in  the  negotiation  of  other  treaties.  Parliament  choee  by 
law  to  make  a  list  of  such  crimes,  and  thereby  limit  the  treaty 
power. 

The  correspondence  between  Sir  E.  Thornton  and  Secretary 
Fish,  immediately  after  the  passage  of  the  English  act,  and  the 
subsequent  correspondence  between  them  in  relation  to  a  new 
treaty,  show  that  the  position  taken  by  the  British  Government 
in  regard  to  Winslow  was  not  an  idea  extemporized  for  that  ooca> 
sion,  and  hitherto  unknown  to  the  United  States.  ,  The  coarse 
which  the  former,  by  a  mistake,  supposed  that  the  latter  meant 
to  pursue  with  reference  to  Lawrence,  raised  the  question  in  re- 
gard to  Winslow  whether,  in  the  event  of  his  surrender,  a  similar 
course  might  not  be  adopted  in  respect  to  him.  A  guaranty 
against  such  a  course,  as  expressly  provided  for  in  the  English 
act,  and,  as  claimed  by  Lord  Derby,  virtually  involved  in  the 
treaty  of  1842,  was  hence  required  before  making  the  delivery. 
Secretary  Fish  declined  to  give  any  guaranty  as  to  the  trial  of 
Winslow ;  and  thus  the  whole  question,  as  to  the  construction  of 
the  treaty  and  the  application  of  the  English  act  thereto,  was 
opened  for  diplomatic  discussion. 

This  discussion  was  continued  until  the  early  part  of  July, 
1876;  and  in  the  meantime  the  President,  on  the  20th  of  June, 
informed  Congress  that,  if  the  British  Government  maintained 
its  position,  he  should  not,  unless  specially  requested  to  do  so  by 
Congress,  take  any  further  "  action  either  in  making  or  granting 
requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals  under  the 
treaty  of  1842." 

On  the  27th  of  the  following  October,  Sir  E.  Thornton  in- 
formed Secretary  Fish  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  had  de- 
termined, "  as  a  temporary  measure  until  a  new  extradition  treaty 
can  be  concluded,*'  and  without  abandoning  its  construction  of 
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3  treaty  of  1842,  to  recede  from  the  demand  of  a  formal 
aranty  in  respect  to  the  trial  of  an  extradited  person  ;  and  on 
i  22d  of  the  next  December,  the  President  communicated  this 
;t  to  Congress,  and  declared  his  purpose  to  r^ard  the  treaty  as 
|]  operative,  and  in  the  future  to  make  and  grant  requisitions  for 
3  Burrender  of  fugitive  criminals  under  it. 
Thus  the  controversy  came  to  an  end,  leaving  the  question  in 
:h  a  form  that,  although  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
not  required  to  give  a  positive  pledge  as  to  the  trial  of  an  ox- 
dited  party,  considerations  of  prudence  and  international  conrU 
'  clearly  surest  that  the  British  view  on  this  subject  should 
t  be  practically  disregarded. 

In  the  course  of  the  discnesion  between  the  two  Governments, 
■ee  of  the  provisions  of  the  English  Extradition  Act,  and  es- 
3ially  two  of  them,  came  under  conaderation ;  and  these  we 
w  proceed  to  examine : 

i.  The  FroTision  as  to  Trial.  —  The  nineteenth  section  of 
3  act  contains  one  of  those  provisions,  %nd  reads  as  follows: 

"  Where,  in  pursuance  of  any  arrangement  with  a  foreign 
»te,  any  person  accused  or  convicted  of  any  crime  which,  if 
mmitted  m  England,  *ould  be  one  of  the  crimes  described  in 
i  first  schedule  to  this  act,  is  surrendered  by  that  foreign  State, 
3h  person  shall  not,  until  he  has  been  restored  or  had  an  oppor- 
aity  of  returning  to  such  foreign  State,  be  triable  or  tried  for 
y  offense  committed  prior  to  the  surrender  in  any  part  of  Her 
ijesty's  dominions,  other  than  such  of  the  said  crimes  as  may 
proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded." 

Tlie  party  in  relation  to  whom  this  statute  operates  is  repre- 
ited  as  having  been  surrendered  "  in  pursuance  of  any  arrange- 
mt  with  a  foreign  State,''  and  as  having  been  '^accused  or 
ivicted  of  any  crime  which,  if  committed  in  England,  would 
one  of  the  crimes  described  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  act." 
lis  language  distinctly  deeiguatee  the  person  to  whom  the  statute 
Fers, 

The  schedule  provides  that  the  cnmes,  therein  mentioned,  shall 
>e  construed  according  to  the  law  existing  in  England,  or  in 
y  British  possession  (as  the  case  may  be),  of  the  date  of  the 
cgod  crime,  whether  by  common  Jaw  or  by  statute  made  before 
27 
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or  after  the  passage  of  this  act."  The  theory  of  this  provision  la, 
that  the  law,  as  it  was  when  the  crime  was  committed,  shall  fix 
its  character,  and  hence  that  no  subsequent  legislation,  giving  to 
the  act  a  new  and  difEerent  character,  shall  be  operative  in  that 
particular  case. 

Now,  from  the  list  of  crimes  triable  under  the  special  juris- 
diction, secured  by  extradition,  the  statute  excludes  all  offenses 
"  committed  prior  to  the  surrender  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's 
dominions,"  and  all  offenses  not  "proved  by  the  facts  on  which 
the  surrender  is  grounded,"  until  the  extradited  party  "  has  been 
restored  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to  said  foreign  State." 
This  provides  that,  before  he  can  be  tried  for  any  but  the  extra- 
dition crime  or  crimes,  he  must  by  the  British  Government  have 
been  restored  to  the  country  from  which  he  was  removed,  or 
must  have  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  thither  by  the  with- 
fdrawal  for  a  reasonable  time  of  all  restraint  upon  his  liberty. 

The  implication  is  that,  if  being  thus  restored,  the  party  chooses, 
of  his  own  accord,  to  return  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  British 
Government,  or  that  if  .not  being  restored  but  having  the  oppor- 
tunity of  return  to  the  foreign  State  from  which  he  was  removed, 
he  chooses  not  to  do  so,  but  to  remain  under  the  jurisdiction  ac*> 
quired  by  the  removal,  then,  in  either  case,  he  may  be  tried  for 
an  offense  committed  prior  to  the  surrender,  and  not  included  in 
the  terms  thereof.  The  immunity  against  trial  for  any  but  the 
extradition  charge  is  limited  by  these  qualifications. 

Moreover,  if  the  party  shall,  after  his  surrender,  oooimit  a 
crime  or  crimes  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  either 
while  in  custody  or  after  his  discharge,  then  no  immunity  ^lat- 
ever,  as  to  trial  therefor,  is  secured  to  him.  His  case,  upon  this 
supposition,  would  be  similar  to  that  of  any  other  offender. 

The  obvious  design  of  the  statute  is  to  confine  the  jurisdiction 
gained  by  extradition  to  the  specific  purpose  set  forth  in  the  pro- 
ceedings  when  gaining  it.  The  rule  laid  down  to  this  end  is  that 
the  triable  crime,  subject  to  the  qualifications  above  stated,  inas^ 
be  such  "  as  may  be  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender 
is  grounded."  This  assumes  that  these  "  facts,"  supported  by  the 
proper  evidence,  were  submitted  to  the  Government  asked  ti) 
make  the  delivery  ;  that,  in  its  judgment,  they  sufficiently  estab- 
lished the  commission  of  the  crime  or  crimes  for  which  the 
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ition  was  Bought,  nnd  that  on  this  gronnd  the  delivery  was  made 

pursnance  of  a  treaty.  The  crime  thus  shown  by  tlie  "  facts ' ' 
»iight  out  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  is  the  only  one  for 
hicli  the  party  cau  be  put  on  trial  under  British  authority, 
antit  he  has  been  restored  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to 
ich  foreign  State,"  onleea  he  shall  commit, some  other  crime 
ter  his  extradition. 

This  does  not  preclude  additional  evidence,  besides  that  on 
hich  he  was  surrendered,  in  proof  of  the  crime  when  he  is 
xiuglit  to  trial ;  but  it  does  preclude  a  trial  for  any  other  crime 
itil  one  of  the  specified  conditions  of  sncb  trial  shall  be  supplied, 
'  the  party,  after  extradition,  shall  have  committed  some  other 
ime. 

The  British  Government,  by  this  part  of  the  English  act,  con- 
ides  and  means  to  concede  to  other  Governments  precisely  what 

expcL'ts  and  demands  from  them.  There  can  be  no  pretense 
lat  the  statute  is  in  conflict  with  their  rights,  as  growing  out  of 
[tradition  treaties.  It  simply  limits  the  jurisdiction  of  British 
lurts  to  the  offense  or  offenses  on  tlie  chai^  and  proof  of  which 
[tradition  was  claimed  and  granted,  and  thus  protects  the  extra- 
ted  party  against  any  abuses  of  power  by  these  courts.  Such  a 
ae  as  that  of  Heilbronn,  to  which  Secretaiy  Fish  referred,  could 
>t  occur  under  this  statnte. 

5.  Provision  as  to  Surrender.  —  A  second  provision,  found 
the  second  eub-sectioa  of  the  third  section  of  tlie  English  Act, 
ads  as  follows : 

"  A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  to  a  foreign  State 
ilesa  provision  is  made  by  the  law  of  that  State,  or  by  ar- 
ngement,  that  the  fugitive  criminal  shall  not,  until  he  has  been 
stored  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's 
tminions,  be  detained  or  tried  in  that  foreign  State,  for  any  of- 
nso  committed  prior  to  his  surrender,  other  than  tlie  extradition 
ime  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded." 

Lord  Derby,  in  his  letter  to  General  Schenck,  immediately 
ter  the  demand  for  Winslow  was  made,  referred  to  this  stitute, 
marking  that  "the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department 
ars  that  the  claim  advanced  by  your  Government  to  try  Law- 
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rence  in  the  recent  case  of  extradition,  with  which  you  are  famil- 
iar, for  other  crimes  than  the  extradition  crime  for  which  he  was 
surrendered,  amounts  to  a  denial  that  any  snch  law  [exempting 
him  from  such  trial]  exists  in  the  United  States,"  and  further  re- 
marking tliat  '^  the  disclaimer  of  your  Government  of  any  implied 
understanding  existing  with  Her  Majesty's  Goremment  in  this 
respect,  and  the  interpretation  put  upon  the  act  of  Congress  of 
August,  12,  1848,  chapter  147,  section  3,  preclude  any  longer  the 
belief  in  tlie  existence  of  any  effective  arrangement  which  Her 
Majesty's  Government  had  previously  supposed  to  be  practically 
in  force."     (Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States,  1876,  p.  207.) 

On  this  ground  the  surrender  of  Winslow  was  refused  unless 
the  requisite  guaranty  in  respect  to  his  trial  was  given.  This  was 
according  to  the  English  act  of  1870,  and  as  claimed  by  Lord 
Derby  and  denied  by  Secretaiy  Fish  in  the  subsequent  corre- 
spondence, according  to  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  treaty  of 
1842. 

The  practical  end,  sought  by  this  clause  of  the  English  act,  is 
to  limit  the  jurisdiction  over  a  fugitive  criminal  when  surrendered 
by  Great  Britain  to  a  foreign  State  to  ^^  the  extradition  crime 
proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded."  This 
description  of  the  crime  assumes  that  it  comes  within  the  enumer- 
ation of  the  treaty ;  that  the  foreign  State  has  charged  the  crime 
upon  a  given  person ;  that,  as  a  basis  for  his  surrender,  proof  of 
his  guilt  has  been  furnished ;  and  that  the  British  Government 
having  examined  the  case,  has  judged  the  evidence  sufficient  to 
justify  the  surrender,  in  order  that  the  party  accused  may,  in  the 
foreign  State  demanding  him,  be  put  on  trial  for  the  crime,  and 
that  only,  which  was  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender 
was  grounded.  The  theory  of  the  provision  is  that  this,  and  this 
only,  is  the  crime  for  the  trial  of  which  the  surrender  was  made, 
and  hence  that  the  jurisdiction  granted  thereby  is  limited  to  this 
purpose. 

The  method  of  gaining  this  end,  as  provided  for  in  the  clause, 
is  to  forbid  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal  "to  a  foreign 
State  unless  provision  is  made  by  the  law  of  that  State,  or  by 
aiTangement,  that  the  fugitive  criminal  shall  not,  until  be  has 
been  restored  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to  Her  Majesty^s 
dominions,  bo  detained  or  tried  in  that  foreign  State  for  any  of* 


PB0VI8I0Ef   AB   TO   BURRENDKB.  213 

□Be  committed  prior  to  his  sttrrender,  otlier  than  tlio  extradition 
ime  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded." 
trliament  chose  in  this  way  to  secure  a  guaranty  beforehaud, 
at  the  jarifldiction,  given  by  surrender  on  the  part  of  Great 
itain,  would  be  confined  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  given. 
It  'is  true  that  the  treaty  of  1842  between  the  two  Governments 
ca  not,  in  express  terms,  contain  any  such  provision  in  respect 

the  manner  of  its  execution;  yet  if  it  implies  that  the  jnrisdic- 
>n  acquired  under  it  is  to  be  limited  to  tlie  purpose  for  which 
was  acquired,  then  the  provision  is  consistent  with  the  treaty. 
The  treaty  limits  the  right  of  demand  and  the  obligation  of  de- 
'cry  to  seven  distinctly  enumerated  crimes,  thereby  implying 
it  the  jurisdiction  Becnred  under  it  is  not  to  exceed  this  enu- 
jration.  The  treaty  still  further  provides  that,  in  every  case  of 
tual  delivery,  the  crime  or  crimes  for  which  the  surrender  is 
inanded  shall  be  definitely  specified,  jnst  as  clearly  implying 
it  the  jurisdiction  sought,  if  gained,  has  itB  limits  in  this  spe- 
ication.  There  is  still  further  a  provision  that  the  delivery 
ill  bo  made  only  when  the  ciiai^e  is  proved  hy  evidence  that 
luld,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  Government  asked  to  make 
3  surrender,  be  snffleient  to  justify  the  appreliension  and  com- 
tment  of  the  accused  person  for  trial,  if  the  offense  charged 
[1  been  committed  under  its  jurisdiction ;  and  this  implies  tliat 
J  offense  deemed  proved  by  the  delivering  Government,  and 

respect  to  whicli  the  delivery  was  made,  is  the  only  one  for 
lich  the  party  can  be  put  on  trial  in  virtue  of  the  custody  se- 
red  thereby. 

There  is  no  right  of  demand,  and  no  obligation  of  delivery,  in 
>lation  of  the  terras  from  whicli  these  implications  arise.  A 
scial  and  limited  jnriadiction  over  the  extradited  party  is,  by 
!  terms  and  necessary  implications  of  the  treaty,  the  only  juris- 
tion  that  can  be  gained  under  it  in  respect  to  any  crime  or  cause 
detention  that  antedates  bis  Enrrender;  and  this  jurisdiction 
atcB  to  the  offense  or  ofibnses  for  which  he  was  surrendered. 
What  we  then  find  in  this  clause  of  the  English  act  is  an  ex- 
;ss  statement,  in  the  form  of  a  legal  statute  for  the  govern- 
lit  of  British  ofiicers,  of  tiie  implied  doctrine  of  the  treaty  of 
12  in  respect  to  the  crime  for  wliioh  the  party  surrendered  iin- 
•  the  treaty  may  be  tried.     The  act  denies  no  riglit  which  tlie 
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treaty  grants.  It  is  DOt  an  attennpt  to  supplement  the  treaty  with 
provisions  in  contradiction  of  or  inconsistent  with  its  tenns.  It 
adds  nothing  to  the  treaty.  It  claims  no  authority  or  operation 
in  or  over  the  United  States,  or  over  any  of  the  judicial  or  execu- 
tive officers  thereof.  It  simply  asserts  a  British  right  under  the 
treaty,  and  provides  for  securing  it.  There  is  no  occasion  for  the 
United  States  to  find  fault  with  it,  unless  it  is  proposed  to  go 
bej^ond  the  treaty  in  dealing  with  an  extradited  person ;  and  then 
the  occasion  for  fault-finding  would  be  with  Great  Britain. 

The  question  as  to  whe7i  this  treaty  right  shall  be  asserted, 
whether  before  delivery  and  as  a  condition  thereof,  or  afterward 
in  the  form  of  a  protest  if  there  be  an  attempt  to  disregard  it, 
is  quite  immaterial,,  so  far  as  the  right  itself  is  concerned.  If  it 
exists  at  all,  then  its  recognition  may  be  made  a  condition  of  de- 
livery, or  it  may  be  asserted  by  protest  in  the  event  of  its  viola- 
tion. If  Great  Britain,  under  the  treaty,  has  the  right  to  protest 
against  trial  for  any  but  the  extradition  offense,  then  it  has  an 
equal  right  to  refuse  a  surrender  without  an  adequate  guaranty  in 
this  respect.  The  right  of  protest  and  the  right  of  refusal  rest 
on  precisely  the  same  principle.  No  Government,  in  the  execu- 
tion of  a  treaty,  is  bound  to  consent  in  advance  to  what  would  be 
a  violation  of  it,  or  omit  such  legislation  as  will  secure  its  own 
rights  involved  in  the  treaty.  It  has  the  right  to  insist  tipon  its 
own  rights ;  and  this  we  understand  to  be  the  purpose  of  the 
English  Act  in  relation  to  the  detention  and  trial  of  persons  who, 
as  fugitive  criminals,  may,  by  the  British  Government,  be  sur- 
rendered to  foreign  States. 

6.  Substitution  for  other  Acts.  —  A  third  provision  of  the 
English  Act«  contained  in  its  twenty-seventh  section,  reads  as  fol- 
lows : 

^'  The  acts  specified  in  the  third  schedule  to  this  act  are  hereby 
repealed  as  to  the  whole  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions ;  and  this 
act  (with  the  exception  of  any  thing  contained  in  it  which  is  in- 
consistent with  the  treaties  referred  to  in  the  acts  so  repealed*) 
shall  apply  (as  regards  crimes  committed  either  before  or  after  the 
passing  of  this  act),  in  the  case  of  the  foreign  States  with  'wrhicfa 
those  treaties  are  made,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  an  Order  in 
Council  referring  to  such  treaties  had  been  made  in  pursuance  of 
this  act,  and  as  if  such  Oi*der  had  directed  that  every  la^r  aini 
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nance  which  is  in  force  in  any  British  posseBsion  with  reopect 
ich  treaties  etioiild  have  effect  as  part  of  this  act :  Provided 
if  any  proceedings  for  or  in  relation  to  the  surrender  of  a 
tive  criminal  Lave  been  commenced  under  the  said  acta  pre- 
isly  to  the  repeal  thereof,  sach  proceedings  may  be  com- 
sa,  and  the  fugitive  surrendered,  in  the  eame  manner  as  if 
act  had  not  been  passed." 

here  are  four  provisions  in  this  section.  The  first  is  a  repeal 
he  acts  named  in  the  third  schednle  to  the  act  of  1870.  The 
nd  is  the  application  of  this  act  to  the  extradition  treaties  re- 
ed to  in  the  acts  repealed.  The  third  is  an  exception  in  this 
ication  as  toany  thing  in  the  act  inconsistent  with  those  treaties. 

tbnrth  is  the  permission,  where  extradition  proceedings  have 
I  commenced  in  any  case,  that  they  shonld  be  completed  "  in 
same  manner  as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed." 
he  acts  named  in  the  schedule  are  five,  and  the  treaties  re- 
ad to  in  tliem  are  those  with  the  United  States,  France  and 
mark. 

acretary  Fish  claimed  that  the  treaty  of  1842  with  the  United 
es,  as  to  the  matter  under  discussion  between  the  two  tiov- 
ncnts,  conioB  within  the  exception  specified  in  this  section  of 
act  of  1870,  because,  as  to  that  matter,  the  act  is  inconsistent 
I  the  treaty,  and,  hence,  that  in  this  respect  it  has  no  apphca- 

to  the  treaty.  Lord  Derby,  on  the  other  hand,  denied  tliese 
>DBitionB,  and  insisted  that  the  English  act  of  1870  and  the 
Cy  of  1842  are  not  in  conflict  witli  each  other,  that  the  ex- 
s  doctrine  of  the  act  in  regard  to  the  trial  of  extradited 
linals  is  implied  in  the  treaty,  and,  hence,  that  on  this  sub- 
,  which  was  the  only  point  in  controversy  between  them, 
e  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  except  the  treaty  from  its  applica- 

,  would  be  unreasonable  to  snppose  that  the  British  Parlia- 
t,  consciously  and  by  intention,  p^issed  an  act  for  the  execn- 
of  extradition  treaties,  which  it  deemed  in  any  particnlar  in- 
istent  with  these  treaties,  and  at  the  sante  time  adopted  an 
iption  in  general  terms  to  avoid  a  result  for  which  it  had  de- 
■ately  provided,  or  that  it  meant  to  repeal  or  change  the 
ties  when  professing  to  legislate  for  their  execution.  The 
option  as  to  the  applicatiou  of  the  act  is  evidently  a  general 
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provision  of  cantion  for  the  purpose  of  being  sure  not  to  legis- 
late in  contradiction  of  existing  treaties,  and  not  a  confession  on 
the  part  of  Parliament  that  it  had  so  legislated  in  respect  to  any 
treaty.  The  exception  is  stated  with  no  specific  mention  of  any 
treaty,  or  of  any  provision  in  any  treaty. 

To  assume  that  Parliament  designed,  as  to  the  matter  in  debate, 
to  except  the  treaty  of  1842  with  the  United  States  from  the  full 
operation  of  the  act,  is  a  palpable  begging  of  the  whole  question 
that  was  at  issue  in  the  Winslow  controversy.  Such,  certainly, 
was  not  its  intention  unless,  as  to  that  matter,  the  two  are  incon- 
sistent. If  it  be  true  that,  as  to  the  offense  for  which  a  surren- 
dered criminal  may  be  tried,  the  treaty  implies  what  the  act  ex- 
pressly declares,  then  there  is  no  inconsistency  between  them  on 
this  point,  and,  hence,  no  reason  why  the  act  should  not  in  this 
respect  apply  to  the  treaty.  The  guaranty  which  the  one  requires 
simply  secures  beforehand  the  immunity  which  the  other  impli^. 
Lord  Derby,  as  we  think,  correctly  claimed  that  the  treaty  and  the 
act  are  identical  in  this  respect. 

Indeedj  the  special  act  passed  by  Parliament  soon  aft^*  the 
treaty  was  negotiated,  and  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  12, 
1848,  and  also  the  supplementary  act  passed  by  Congress  in  1869, 
clearly  imply  the  doctrine  which  the  English  act  of  1870  ex- 
pressly asserts.  In  the  first  two  of  these  acts  provision  is  made 
for  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  in  order  that  he  may  **  be 
tried  for  the  crime  of  which  such  person  shall  be  so  accused.'^ 
Both  acts,  in  precisely  the  same  words,  specify  such  a  trial  as  the  end 
or  object  of  the  delivery.  So,  also,  the  act  of  1869  describes 
the  trial  contemplated  by  the  delivery,  as  having  reference  to 
*^  the  crimes  or  offenses  specified  in  the  warrant  of  extradition.'^ 

This  legislation  implies  a  construction  of  the  treaty  which  the 
English  act  of  1870  puts  into  express  and  positive  terms.  It 
names  the  offense  for  which  the  trial  is  to  be  had,  as  being  the 
one  of  which  the  person  has  been  accused,  or  as  the  one  ^^  speci- 
fied in  the  warrant  of  extradition."  It  does  not  give  the  re- 
motest hint  of  any  other  trial,  and,  hence,  by  what  it  says  and  by 
what  it  does  not  say,  implies  that  the  party  is  to  be  tried  only 
for  the  crime  "  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is 
grounded}"  which  is  the  express  doctrine  of  the  English  act  of 
1870. 
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Judge  Benedict,  in  The  United  States  v.  Lcvwrence  (13  Blatch. 
)5),  after  remarking  that  "  tlie  British  act  of  1870  "  has  no  aa- 
ority  as  a  law  in  the  United  States,  proceeded  to  say ;  "  It 
ould  appear  that  the  English  courts  incline  to  the  opinion  that 
e  act  of  1870  Las  no  effect  in  England,  even  to  limit  the  opera- 
>n  of  the  treaty  of  1842,"  which,  as  he  held  in  that  case,  allows 
e  trial  of  an  extradited  person,  for  any  offense,  whether  it  is  or 
not  the  one  for  which  the  surrender  was  made.  As  a  proof  of 
is  statement,  he  qnotcs  the  following  words  of  the  Lord  Chief 
letice  of  the  Queen's  Bench  in  Ex  parte  Bouvier:  "I  see 
ainly  what  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature — that  is  to  say, 
was  intended,  while  getting  rid  of  the  statutes  by  which  the 
^ties  were  confirmed,  to  save  the  existing  treaties  in  their  full 
tegrity  and  force." 

The  case  of  Bourier,  who  was  demanded  by  the  French  6o7- 
nment  In  1872,  arose  under  the  treaty  of  Great  Britain  with 
■ance,  and  had  no  relation  to  that  of  1342  with  the  [Jnited 
ates.  The  important  qaestion,  as  Mr.  Clarke  observes  in  his 
iatiee  on  Extradition  (2d  ed.,  p.  149),  came  before  the  Com^  of 
e  Queen's  Bench,  "  whether  the  effect  of  tlte  Extradition  Act 
1870  had  not  been  to  render  the  treaty  with  France  entirely 
aperative."  The  relation  of  the  act  to  the  treaty  of  1842  witii 
B  United  States  was  not  under  consideration  at  all,  and  no  opin- 
1  was  espreesed  as  to  whether  it  did  or  did  not  in  England 
.imit  the  operation  of  the  treaty  of  1812." 
So  far,  moreover,  as  the  opinion  that  was  expressed  had  any 
ing  to  do  with  the  effect  of  the  English  act  in  England,  Judge 
jnedict  was  entirely  mistaken  as  to  its  character.  Bouvier  was 
fore  the  court  on  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpua;  and  it  was  urged  by 
)  counsel  that  he  shonld  be  discharged,  because,  as  was  alleged, 
ere  was  no  law  in  France  to  prevent  "  his  trial  for  an  offense 
ber  than  that  for  which  the  rendition  was  demanded."  The 
nnsel  for  the  Crown,  in  reply  to  this  position,  presented  the'af- 
[avit  of  M.  Adolphe  Morcau,  the  officially  appointed  counsel  to 
e  French  embassy  in  London,  to  the  effect  that  "  it  is  a  principle 
French  and  international  law,  that  the  individual  whose  extra- 
iion  has  been  granted  can  only  he  prosecuted  and  tried  for  the 
ry  crime  for  which  his  extradition  has  been  obtained."  This 
idavit,  says  Mr.  Clarke,  "was  accepted  by  the  court  as  decisive 
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of  the  question  ; "  and  accordingly  the  court  *'  remanded  the  pris- 
oner  to  custody,  holding  that  provision  was  made  by  the  French 
law  that  he  should  be  tried  only  for  the  offense  for  which  extra- 
dition was  asked."     (Clarke  on  Extradition,  2d  ed.,  pp.  149-152.) 

The  remanding  of  Bouvier  to  custody  was  on  the  assurance  by 
an  affidavit,  which  the  court  accepted  as  "  decisive  of  the  question," 
that  under  the  law  of  France  he  would  be  tried  only  for  the  of- 
fense for  which  his  extradition  had  been  obtained.  This  is  exactly 
the  doctrine  of  the  English  act  of  1870,  and  the  facts  clearly 
show  that  the  court  treated  the  act  as  operative  in  England  with 
reference  to  the  treaty  with  France. 

It  deserves  to  be  noted  also  that  the  words  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  as  quoted  by  Judge  Benedict,  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
specific  question  whether  the  English  act  of  1870  and  the  treaty  of 
1842  are  consistent  with  ea^h  other,  and  hence  nothing  to  do  with 
the  question  whether  the  act  has  effect  or  not  in  England  with  ref- 
erence  to  that  treaty.  What  he  says  is  that  Parliament,  bj  the  ex- 
ception as  to  any  thing  in  the  act  inconsistent  with  the  treaties 
referred  to,  intended  "  to  save  existing  treaties  in  their  full  integ- 
rity and  force."  There  is  no  doubt  of  this;  yet  it  does  not 
follow  that  he  regarded  "the  treaty  of  1842"  as  coming  witliin 
the  exception  because  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  1870,  and  hence 
regarded  the  act  as  having  "  no  effect  in  England  "  in  respect  to 
that  treaty.  On  this  point  he  expressed  no  opinion.  For  anglit 
that  appears  in  the  words  quoted,  he  may  have  agreed  with  Lord 
Derby  as  to  the  construction  of  "  the  treaty  of  1842,"  and  as  to 
the  entire  consistency  of  the  English  act  of  1870  with  it.  Sup- 
posing the  two  to  be  consistent,  then,  of  course,  the  act  would  not 
limit  the  operation  of  the  treaty  in  England,  or  anywhere  else, 
not  because  the  latter  is  excepted  from  the  application  of  the  for- 
mer, but  because  there  is  no  inconsistency  between  them. 

Judge  Benedict,  however,  assuming  an  inconsistency,  sooght 
on  this  ground  to  exchide  the  treaty  from  the  application  of  the 
act  as  to  the  question  which  he  was  discussing,  and  tliereby  retain 
the  treaty  in  full  force  with  his  understanding  of  its  operation, 
supporting  his  opinion  by  quoting  the  words  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  in  the  case  of  Bouvier,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  neither 
contain  the  opinion  nor  hold  any  relation  to  it  whatever.     The 
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ddge  was  certainly  very  unfortunate  in  the  caso  which  he  cited, 
I  well  aa  in  the  words  whieli  he  quoted. 

7.  Three  other  Provisions.  —  There  are  three  other  proviH- 
<n&,  all  of  them  found  in  the  third  section  of  the  English  act, 
hich,  though  not  involved  in  the  Winslow  controverey,  deeerve 
brief  mention,  ainco  tbey  operate  as  reetrictions  upon  the  enr- 
mder  of  fugitive  crimiuHls.  Tlie  first  declares  tliat  "  a  fugitive 
iminal  shall  not  bo  surrendered  if  the  ofiense  in  respect  of  which 
is  surrender  is  demanded  is  one  of  a  political  character,  or  if  ho 
-ove  to  the  satisfaction  of  tlie  police  magistrate  or  the  court  he- 
iro  whom  be  is  broiiglit  on  habeas  corpua^  or  to  the  Secretary  of 
.a.te,  that  the  requisition  for  liis  surrender  has  in  fact  been  made 
ith  a  riew  to  try  or  punish  Iiim  for  an  offense  of  a  political 
uiracter."  The  design  of  this  provision  is  to  guard  against  any 
j-reuder  for  what  are  called  political  offenses,  which,  though  not 
ways  expressly  excluded  in  extradition  treaties,  are,  nevcrtlieless, 
cording  to  the  settled  policy  of  Great  Britain  and  most  of  the 
itions  of  Europe,  regarded  aa  non-extraditable. 
The  second  provision  declares  that  "  a  fugitive  criminal  who 
Ls  been  accused  of  some  offense  within  English  jurisdiction,  not 
ting  tlie  offense  for  which  his  surrender  is  asked,  or  is  undergo- 
g  sentence  under  any  conviction  in  the  United  Kingdom,  shall 
>t  be  surrendered  until  after  he  has  been  discharged,  whether  by 
cjuittal  or  on  expiration  of  his  sentence  or  otherwise."  This 
rnply  postpones  the  delivery  in  tlie  cases  specified  until  the  par- 
>3Gs  of  £n;;lish  jurisdiction  shall  have  been  completed. 
The  third  provision  declares  that  "a fugitive  criminal  shall  not 
s  surrendered  uutii  the  expiration  of  fifteen  days  from  the  date 
his  being  committed  to  prison  to  await  his  surrender."  This, 
the  eleventh  section  of  the  act,  is  supplemented  by  a  reqiiire- 
ent  that  the  committing  magistrnte  "  shall  inform  such  criminal 
at  he  will  not  be  surrendered  until  after  the  expiration  of  fif- 
en  days,  and  that  ho  has  a  right  to  apply  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
rptta"  The  object  of  these  provisions  is  to  secure  to  the  per- 
il accused  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  have  the  legality  of  the 
■Qceedinga  tested  before  a  court  prior  to  his  actual  surrender, 
id  to  be  discharged  from  imprisonment  in  the  event  thut  the 
■oceedinge  shall  be  held  to  be  illegal.     The  protection  i\\\\A  af- 


SSO  THB  ENOLIBH^  EZTBAOmoV  AOT. 

forded  is  meant  to  be  remedial  as  against  any  hasty  or  improper 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Oovemment 

The  other  provisions  of  the  English  act  call  for  no  comment 
since  they  relate  to  matters  of  purely  domestic  procedure,  and  in- 
volve no  international  questions  in  respect  to  theconstraction  and 
application  of  British  extradition  treaties. 
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CHAPTER  XVn. 

BZTSAIIinOH  TO  THB   DKITBD    BTATS8. 

The  direct  object  of  an  extradition  treaty  between  two  nations 
to  Becnre  to  each  of  the  parties  the  right  to  demand  the  Bur- 
nder  of  a  fugitive  criminal  upon  the  tenne  and  for  the  pnr- 
we  specified  in  the  treaty,  and,  conseqnently,  to  establish  a  cor- 
eponding  obligation  to  make  the  enrreoder.  Sovereign  nations 
ive  the  rigttt  to  deliver  op  such  fugitives  to  each  other  without 
ly  treaty  stipnlations  to  this  effect ;  yet  the  right  of  positive  de- 
and,  implying  the  obligation  of  delivery,  resnlte  only  from  a 
eaty. 

Moreover,  where  a  treaty  has  been  made,  giving  the  right  and 
Bating  the  obligation,  it  is  to  be  aBsamcd  that  the  treaty  was  in- 
aded  to  cover  all  the  cases  in  which,  and  to  embrace  all  the  con- 
tions  and  terms  upon  which,  the  respective  parties  will  either 
^e  a  demand  or  grant  a  surrender.  They  enter  into  the  com- 
et for  this  pm^se,  and  exhaust  the  purpose  in  the  compact, 
le  compact  is  the  whole  law  for  their  government  on  the  subject. 
It  follows,  as  a  necessary  result,  that  all  extradition  proceedings 
ider  the  treaties  of  the  United  States,  and  the  laws  enacted  for 
eir  execution,  must  be  in  pursnance  of,  and  conformity  witli, 
ese  treaties  and  laws.     The  treaties  and  laws  famish  the  basis 

the  proceedings,  and  are  hence  the  test  of  their  validity  and 
Tularity.  The  design  of  such  proceedings  is  to  secnre  the  Eur- 
ader  of  an  alleged  fugitive  from  jnstice,  that  he  may  be  tried, 
d,  if  convicted,  punished  by  the  Government,  whose  laws  he 
B  violated. 

This  supposes  the  action  of  two  Governments —  ono  of  them 
iking  the  demand  nnd&r  a  treaty,  and  the  other  delivering  np 
a  fugitive  in  compliance  tlieretvith.  The  proceedings  hence 
range  themselves  into  two  general  classes.  The  first  embraces 
me  that  relate  to  the  demand  for  a  fugitive  criminal ;  and  the 
M>nd,  those  that  relate  to  his  surrender. 

The  design  of  the  present  chapter  will  be  to  state  the  general 
inciploB  of  extradition  procedure,  under  the  extradition  treaties 
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and  laws  of  the  United  States,  when  the  extradition  is  to  the 
United  States,  The  demand  for  the  fugitive  criminal,  in  this 
ease,  is  made  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States ;  and  the 
delivery  is  made,  if  made  at  all,  by  a  foreign  Government  under 
the  stipulations  of  a  treaty. 

1,  The  Requisition,  —  The  General  Government,  by  its  requi- 
sition,  makes  the  demand,  and  undertakes  to  supply  the  necessarr 
treaty  conditions  for  obtaining  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal 
from  a  foreign  Government.  The  agreement  between  it  and  that 
Government  is  to  the  effect  that  the  latter  will  comply  with  the 
requisition  or  demand  when  these  conditions,  as  provided  for  in 
the  treaty,  are  presented. 

Whether  the  stipulated  conditions  are  present,  in  any  given 
case  of  a  demand  by  the  United  States,  is  a  question  of  fact ;  and, 
upon  this  question,  the  Government  asked  to  make  the  delivery 
is  the  final  judge.  The  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  in  Tfie 
CommonwedUh  v.  Hawea^  13  Bush,  697,  said,  in  regard  to  the 
tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain  • 

'^  By  providing  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  a  warrant 
for  the  arrest  of  the  alleged  furtive  may  be  issued,  and  confining 
the  duty  of  making  the  surrender  to  cases  in  which  the  evidence 
of  criminality  is  sumcient,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where 
such  fugitive  is  found,  to  justify  nis  commitment  for  triaL  the 
right  of  the  demanding  Government  to  decide  finally  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  demand,  and  as  to  the  evidences  of  guilt,  is  as 
plainly  excluded  as  if  that  right  had  been  denied  by  express  Ian- 
guage." 

The  same  remark  applies  with  equal  pertinency  and  force  to 
every  extradition  treaty  of  the  United  States.  Plainly,  the  de- 
manding Goverament  cannot  authoritatively  decide  upon  the  duty 
of  the  Government  asked  to  make  the  delivery ;  and  should  the 
latter,  in  its  judgment,  violate  the  treaty  by  refusing  to  comply 
with  the  demand,  then  the  remedy  of  the  former  would  be  to 
abrogate  the  treaty  altogether,  or  take  such  other  measures  as  are 
sanctioned  by  the  law  of  nations. 

2,  Demand  by  the  Supreme  Political  Authority.  —  The 

general  principle  in  respect  to  international  extradition,  stated  by 
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ittomej-General  dialling  in  tlio  caae  of  Maria  Theraaa  GerJc,  T 
3p,  Att.-Gcn.  6,  is  that  nil  demandB  mnst  emanate  from  the 
mpreine  political  aDthority  of  tLe  demanding  state.  (Ortolan,  Lo 
^iiiist^re  Public  en  France,  torn.  S**.  p.  231 ;  Foncart,  Droit 
?nb.  B.  211.) 

Thia  authority  in  the  United  Slates,  as  to  all  intercourse  with 
'oreign  nations,  is  by  the  Conetitntion  vested  in  the  President ; 
md  Iicnce  any  reqaisition  upon  a  foreign  Government  for  the  de- 
ivcry  of  a  fugitive  criminal  to  the  United  States  must,  in  the 
.bsence  of  a  stipulation  otherwise,  be  made  by  the  President, 
isually  acting  tlirough  the  Secretary  of  State,  or  by  a  foreign 
ninistcr,  or  other  agent  specially  authorized  by  him  to  make  it. 
iome  of  the  treaties  of  the  United  States  contain  special  provis- 
ons  on  this  point. 

The  second  article  of  the  extradition  treaty  with  Mexico  reads 
i8  follows :  "  In  the  case  of  crimes  committed  in  the  frontier 
itfltes  or  Teiritories  of  tlie  two  contracting  parties,  requisitions 
nay  be  made  through  their  respective  diplomatic  agents,  or 
hrongh  the  chief  civil  authority  of  said  States  or  Territories,  or 
lirough  such  chief  civil  or  judicial  authority  of  the  districts 
ir  counties  bordering  on  the  frontier  as  may  for  this  purpose  be 
Inly  authorized  by  theeaid  chief  civil  authority  of  the  said  frontier 
Jtates  or  Territories,  or  when,  from  any  cause,  the  civil  authority 
if  such  State  or  Territory  shall  be  suspended,  through  the  chief 
lilitary  officer  in  command  of  such  State  or  Territory.!'  The 
ourth  article  of  the  same  treaty  provides  that  in  the  cases  speci- 
led  in  the  second  article,  the  same  local  authorities  may  deliver 
ip  fugitive  criminals. 

So,  also,  in  the  extradition  treaties  with  the  Republic  of  Salva- 
or,  Ecuador,  the  Ottoman  Empire  and  Spain,  it  is  provided  that 
equisitions  may  be  made  by  the  diplomatic  agents  of  the  respec- 
ive  Governments,  or,  in  their  absence  from  the  country  or  its  seat 
f  Government,  by  superior  consular  officers.  Such  provisions 
reate  exceptions  to  the  general  doctrine  that  the  demand  must 
ome  from  the  supreme  political  authority  of  the  demanding  state. 

3.  Form  of  the  DemRnd.—  The  Hon.  William  M.  Evarte, 
'hen  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  anthor  re- 
[lertiiig  tlic  form  of  a  requisition  or  demand  made  by  the  United 
tatcs,  wrote  as  follows; 
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"  The  second  paper  asked  by  you  follows  no  fixed  phraseolo^. 
'^\  If  the  fugitive  is  ascertained  to  be  in  a  foreign  country  with  which 

the  United  States  have  a  treaty  specifying  as  extraditable  the 
crime  charged  to  have  been  committed  by  him,  an  instruction  is 
sent  to  the  diplomatic  otiicer  in  that  country,  reciting  that  infor- 
mation of  a  trustworthy  character  has  been  received  that  the  per- 
son named  has  committed  a  specified  crime  in  a  certain  city,  town 
or  county,  and  is  now  a  fugitive  from  iustice  in  the  country  ad- 
dressed, and  directing  the  diplomatic  officer  to  request  his  extra- 
dition from  the  foreign  country,  and  deliverv  to  the  authorized 
agent  of  the  United  States,  who  is  specified  by  name,  so  soon  as 
the  necessary  formalities  under  the  treaty  between  the  two  coun- 
tries shall  have  been  complied  with.  In  his  turn,  the  diplomatic 
ofiicer  addresses  the  foreign  oflicer  of  the  Government  to  which 
he  is  accredited." 

"  In  the  special  case  of  a  fugitive  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada, 
the  diplomatic  request  for  extradition  is  addressed  directly  to  the 
British  Minister  at  this  Capital,  who  in  turn  corresponds  with  the 
Governor-General  of  the  Dominion." 

4.  The  Necessary  Conditions. —  A  mere  requisition  by  the 
President,  or  by  his  authority,  is,  however,  not  sutBcient  to  estab- 
lish the  oblig^ion  of  delivery.  It  must  always  be  supplemented 
by  compliance  with  the  following  conditions : 

(1.)  The  crime  for  which  the  delivery  is  asked  must  be  one  of 
the  ofi^enses  enumerated  in  the  treaty  under  which  the  requisition 
is  made. 

(2.)  This  crime  must  be  specifically  charged  as  having  been 
committed  by  the  party  accused  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States. 

(3.)  The  accused  party,  properly  designated  in  the  chai^ge,  mast 
be  alleged  to  have  sought  asylum,  or  to  be  found,  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Government  on  which  the  demand  is  made. 

(4.)  The  charge,  in  the  form  that  v«rill  be  recognized  by  the 
foreign  Government,  must  state  the  crime  with  such  particularity 
and  detail  as  will  enable  that  Government  to  judge  of  its  nature, 
and  determine  whether  it  comes  within  the  list  of  crimes  specified 
in  the  treaty. 

(5.)  The  documentary  evidence,  duly  authenticated,  or  other 
evidence,  submitted  in  proof  of  the  chai^,  must  be  such  as, 
according  to  the  laws  of  thecountry  on  which  the  demand  is  made. 
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^onld  jnstify  tte  apprehenBion  of  the  accused  peraou  and  his  com- 
mitment for  trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  there  committed. 

These  conditions  reenlt  from  the  stipulations  of  the  extradition 
treaties  of  the  United  States,  and  hence  belong  to  the  process  of 
presenting  and  enforcing  the  demand  and  securing  the  delivery 
of  a  fugitive  criminal.  When  present,  they  make  the  delivery 
va  obligation. 

Mr.  Moak,  in  his  English  Keporte,  vol.  6,  p.  138,  appends  an 
inetmctive  note,  giving  the  form  of  the  papers  prepared  by  him- 
3elf  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  extradition  of  a  fugitive 
sriminsi  from  Canada,  under  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of 
1842  with  Great  Britain.     These  papers  were  the  following : 

(1.)  PiH  own  affidavit  as  district  attorney  of  the  county  of 
Albany  in  the  State  of  New  York,  setting  forth  the  fact  that  one 
Enul  Iiowenetein  had  in  said  county,  and  by  the  acts  recited  as  to 
time  and  place,  feloniously  caused  the  death  of  one  John  D.  WeS' 
ton.  This  affidavit  was  made  before  and  attested  by  a  police 
justice  and  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  county  of  Albany, 

(2.)  The  depositions  of  several  witnesses  who  appeared  before 
the  justice  and  swore  to  the  facts  in  the  case. 

(3.)  The  warrant  issued  by  the  justice  for  the  arrest  of  the  party 
iccnsed. 

(4.)  The  certificate  of  the  justice  as  to  the  warrant  issued  by 
dim,  and  the  depositions  made  before  him  on  which  the  warrant 
was  issued. 

(5.)  The  certificate  of  the  eonnty  clerk  of  Albany  showing  that 
[he  said  justice  making  the  certificate  was  at  the  time  a  justice  of 
;he  peace  and  a  police  juBtice  in  the  city  of  Albany. 

(6.)  The  certificate  of  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
JiTOugh  the  Secretary  of  State,  declaring  that  the  person  making 
:he  preceding  certificate  as  county  clerk  was  the  clerk  of  the 
x>unty  of  Albany,  and  authorized  by  law  to  make  the  same. 

(7.)  The  complaint  of  a  United  States  police  detective  before  a 
ndge  in  Canada,  charging  the  said  Loweostein  with  the  murder, 
ind  alleging  his  escape  to  Canada,  and  also  that  he  was  then  within 
:fae  province  of  Ontario. 

The  object  of  these  papers  and  of  the  complaint  made  before 
,he  Canadian  judge  was  to  take  the  proper  steps,  in  accordance 
vith  the  laws  of  Canada,  to  procure  there  a  judicial  cognizance  of 
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the  case,  with  a  view  to  the  arrest  of  the  accused  party,  and  npoD 
adequate  proof  of  his  guilt  by  the  depositions  presented,  his  com- 
mitment to  prison,  that,  upon  due  requisition  on  the  part  of  the 
Uuited  States,  he  might  be  subsequently  delivered  up  by  the 
proper  executive  authority.  On  the  basis  of  the  papers  and  the 
complaint  the  Canadian  judge  issued  the  preliminary  warrant  of 
arrest,  and  after  an  examination  of  the  accused,  committed  him  to 
prison,  commanding  the  keeper  of  the  jail  there  to  detain  him 
until  he  should  be  delivered  up  by  the  Governor-General,  or  dis- 
charged according  to  law.  The  whole  proceeding  was  shaped  so 
as  to  make  it  effective  for  the  result  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
of  Canada. 

Mr.  Moak,  in  his  note,  remarks  that  ^'a  certified  copy  of  an  in- 
dictment found  is  not  of  the  slightest  value  and  would  be  worth- 
less in  Canada.  The  Canadian  statute  recognizes  only  a  conyplaintj 
an  examination  thereunder,  and  a  warrant  issued  upon  such  com- 
plaint and  depositions." 

The  procedure,  in  every  demand  made  or  to  be  made  by  the 
United  States,  seeks  to  bring  the  case  within  the  treaty  and  within 
the  operation  of  the  laws  of  the  foreign  Government  for  its  exe- 
cution. This  is  the  point  to  be  gained  in  actually  procuring  ex- 
tradition. Hence  the  necessity  of  adapting  the  procedure  to  the 
laws  of  the  country  on  which  the  demand  is  made. 

The  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870,  for  example,  provides  the 
magistrates  who  may  take  cognizance  of  extradition  cases,  issue 
warrants  of  arrest,  and  conduct  preliminary  examinations,  and  also 
designates  the  evidence  admissible  in  the  hearing  of  such  cases,  and 
further  authorizes  the  commitment  of  the  accused  party  to  prison 
for  delivery  in  the  event  that  the  examining  magistrate  shall  deem 
the  evidence  sufficient.  Now,  in  inaugurating  extradition  pro- 
ceedings in  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  extradition 
under  this  act,  the  steps  to  be  taken  must  be  such  as  will  be  effect- 
ive according  to  the  terms  of  this  act.  The  British  authorities 
will,  of  course,  apply  their  own  law,  and  hence  the  procedure 
must  adjust  itself  to  that  law.     The  same  is  true  in  every  country. 

Some  of  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  contain 
specific  provisions  which,  whenever  they  exist,  must  be  complied 
with  in  procuring  extradition  under  them.  The  treaty  with  the 
Ottoman  Empire  requires  that,  when  the  fugitive  is  a  convict,  the 
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Binand  for  his  delivery  shall  be  accompaoied  by  a  copy  of  the 
intence  of  the  coart  in  which  he  was  convicted,  authenticated  in 
16  manner  prescribed,  and  that  when  he  is  simply  charged  with 
ime,  "a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  warrant  for  his  arrest  in 
le  conntry  where  the  crime  may  have  been  committed,  or  of  the 
spositions  npon  which  sach  warrant  may  have  been  issued,  most 
company  the  regnisition." 

The  treaty  with  Spain  contains  a  similar  provision,  with  the 
tception  that  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  both  the  warrant  of 
■rest  and  the  depositions  upon  which  it  was  issned,  must  be  pro- 
aced,  "  with  such  other  evidence  or  proof  aa  may  he  deemed 
impetent  ia  the  case." 

Tbe  treaty  with  Fern  provides  that  "  the  extradition  will  bo 
ranted  in  virtue  of  tbe  demand  made  by  the  one  Government  on 
le  other,  with  the  remission  of  a  condemnatory  sentence,  an 
■der  of  ari-est,  or  of  any  process  equivalent  to  snch  an  order,  in 
hieh  will  be  specified  the  character  and  gravity  of  the  imputed 
Its,  and  the  dispositions  of  the  penal  laws  relative  to  the  case ; " 
id  furtber  provides  that  "  the  documents  accompanying  the 
:mand  for  extradition  shall  be  originals  or  certified  copies,  legally 
ithorizcd  by  the  tribunals  or  by  a  competent  peison,"  with  the 
Idition  that,  "if  possible  there  shall  be  remitted  at  the  same  time 
descriptive  list  of  the  individual  required  or  any  other  proof 
iward  his  identity." 

These  are  examples  of  special  provisions  relating  to  the  pro- 
^are  for  extradition ;  and,  of  course,  they  must  be  complied 
ith  in  presenting  the  case  to  a  foreign  Government.  Such  pro- 
sions  are  not  found  in  all  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United 
^ates ;  but  wherever  they  are  found,  they  are  rules  in  making 
le  demand,  and  hence  rules  as  to  the  obligation  of  delivery, 
lie  particular  treaty  applicable  to  the  case,  in  each  case  of  at- 
tnpted  extradition,  should  be  carefully  studied,  in  order  to  as- 
rtain  precisely  what  must  be  done  to  mnke  the  demand  effective. 

5.  The  BeceiTing  Agent  and  the  Expense.  —  No  Govem- 
ent  nndertakes  to  transport  the  fugitive  criminal  from  its  own 
iininions  to  tlie  conntry  demanding  him,  or  to  pay  the  expenses 
cidental  to  tbe  arrest,  detention  and  delivery  of  such  criminal, 
ic  United  States,  when  demanding  a  criminal,  most  hence  ap- 
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point  an  agent  tu  receive  and  bring  him  into  this  coontrj 
also  provide  for  paying  the  expeneeB  of  the  extradition. 

The  appointment  of  Bucb  agent  ie  an  act  of  the  Fresidei 
whom  the  agent  is  commissioned  for  this  Bpecial  service, 
following  ie  the  form  of  the  commission : 

President  of  the  United  States  of  America.     To 

Whereas,  it  appears  by  information  in  due  form  by  mo  reoi 
that  ,  charged  with  the  crime  of         ,  fugitive  from  th 

tice  of  the  United  States,         ; 

And  whereas,  application  has  been  made  for  the  extraditi 
said  fugitive  iu  compliance  with  existing  treaty  stipolatioi 
twcen  the  United  States  of  America  and         ; 

And  whereas,  information  has  been  received  that,  in  cc 
ance  with  snch  application,  the  necessary  warrant  is  ready 
issued  by  the  authorities  aforesaid,  for  the  delivery  of  the  a 
named  fugitive  into  the  custody  of  such  person  or  persons  a 
be  duly  authorized  to  receive  the  said  fugitive  and  bring 
to  ttie  United  States  for  trial ; 

Now,  therefore,  you  are  hereby  authorized  and  empower 
virtue  of  the  stipulations  aforesaid,  and  in  ezecntion  there 
receive  the  said  as  aforesaid,  and  to  take  and  hold        in 

custody,  and  conduct  from  such  place  of  delivery,  h 
most  direct  and  convenient  means  of  transportation,  to  and 
the  United  States,  there  to  surrender  the  said  to  the  p 
authorities  of  the 

For  all  which  these  presents  shall  be  your  sufficient  warra 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  signed  my  name  and  c 
the  seal  of  the  United  States  to  be  affixed. 

Done  at  the  Citv  of  Washington,  this  day  of  , 
18     ,  and  of  the  Inaependence  of  the  United  States  the 

By  the  President; 

Secretary  qf  ^ 

Armed  with,  and  authorized  by,  this  commission,  the  age 
pairs  to  the  foreign  country,  and  receives  the  criminal  in  the 
of  the  United  States,  and,  bringing  him  back  to  this  conntr 
prisoner,  delivers  him  to  the  proper  authorities. 
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Section  5376  of  tlie  ReviBed  Statutes  of  the  United  States  pro- 
idee  ae  follows  in  respect  to  the  powers  of  this  agent : 

"  Any  person  duly  appointed  to  receive,  in  behalf  of  the 
Inited  States,  the  delivery,  by  a  foreign  Gtoveminent,  of  any  per- 
3n  accnsed  of  crime  committed  within  the  jniisdictioD  of  the 
Inited  States,  and  to  convey  him  to  the  place  of  his  trial,  shall 
ave  all  the  powers  of  a  Marshal  of  the  United  Stales,  in  the  sev- 
ral  districts  through  which  it  may  be  necessary  for  him  to  pass 
rith  such  prisoner,  so  far  as  such  power  is  requisite  for  the  pris- 
ner's  safekeeping." 

Section  5Si77  of  the  same  Statutes  provides  the  following  pen- 
Ity  for  any  aalawfal  interference  with  this  agent  in  the  dis- 
barge  of  his  duties : 

"  Every  person  who  knowingly  and  willfully  obstructs,  resists, 
r  opposes  such  agent  in  the  execution  of  his  duties,  or  who  res- 
iles or  attempts  to  rescue  snch  prisoner,  whether  in  the  custody 
f  the  agent  or  person  to  whom  his  custody  has  lawfully  been 
3inmitted,  shall  be  punishable  by  a  fine  of  not  more  than  one 
lousand  dollars,  and  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  one 


fi.  The  Application  to  the  President.  —  The  proceedings,  as 
1U3  detailed,  are  taken  by  the  President,  not  sua  sponte,  of  his 
wn  motion,  but  only  upon  s  proper  application  for  this  piu^jose. 
.  case  is  presented  for  executive  consideration ;  and  then  whether 
le  President  shall  make  a  demand  for  the  delivery  of  the  alleged 
igitive,  or  cause  it  to  be  made  by  his  authority,  is  a  question  for 
is  discretion  to  determine.     Upon  this  point  he  is  the  sole  judga 

The  State  Department,  under  the  authority  of  the  President, 
is  adopted  the  following  instructions  in  relation  to  applications 
)r  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals : 

First.  When  an  extradition  is  sought  for  an  ofEense  of  which 
le  State  courts  have  jurisdiction,  the  request  mnst  come  from 
le  Oovemor  of  the  State.  When  sought  for  an  offense  against 
le  United  States,  the  application  shomd  be  made  through  the 
ttomey-Gteneral,  or  the  proper  Executive  Department.  All 
^quests  for  the  institution  of  proceedings  for  extradition  should 
J  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  forwarded  to  the  De- 
irtraent  of  State,  accompanied  by  the  necessary  papers,  as  herein 
^itcd,  and  furnishing  the  full  name  of  the  person  proposed  for 
;signation  by  the  President,  to  receive  and  convey  the  prisoner 
•  the  United  States. 
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Second,  The  exlBting  treaty  provisions  between  the  United 
States  and  foreign  powers,  in  reference  to  extradition,  provide 
that  the  surrender  shall  only  be  made  upon  such  evidence  of  crim- 
inality as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive, 
or  person  so  charged,  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  or  her  ap- 
prenension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  had  been  there 
committed. 

The  evidence  required  to  be  used  in  the  preliminary  examina- 
tion in  the  foreign  State  is  as  follows : 

(1.)  If  the  furtive  has  been  convicted  and  escaped  thereafter, 
a  transcript  of  tne  record  of  conviction  and  judgment,  duly  cer- 
tified under  the  seal  of  the  court,  with  the  personal  certificate  of 
the  judge  of  the  court  as  to  its  genuineness,  and  authenticated  un- 
der the  Great  Seal  of  the  State  where  the  conviction  was  had, 
or  under  the  seal  of  the  proper  Federal  court. 

(2.)  If  no  trial  has  been  had,  and  an  indictment  has  been 
found,  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  dep- 
ositions adduced  before  the  grand  jury  and  upon  which  the  m- 
dictment  was  found,  with  a  copy  oi  bench  warrant,  if  any  has 
issued,  and  the  return  thereto,  certified  and  authenticated  as  above 
prescribed. 

(3.)  If  no  indictment  has  been  found,  but  an  information  has 
been  made  and  a  warrant  of  arrest  issued,  a  copy  of  sncli  infor- 
mation, together  with  a  copy  of  ail  written  depositions  or  evidence 
upon  which  such  warrant  of  arrest  issued,  a  copy  of  the  warrant 
with  any  return  that  may  have  been  made  thereto ;  all  of  which 
should  be  certified  by  the  magistrate  or  judicial  officer  who  issued 
the  warrant ;  and  if  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  officer  having  no 
seal,  his  official  character  should  be  properly  certified,  ana  the 
whole  authenticated  as  above  provided. 

If  the  extradition  of  the  fugitive  is  sought  for  several  offenses, 
copies  of  the  several  convictions,  indictments  or  informations, 
certified  and  authenticated  as  hereinbefore  directed,  should  be 
forwarded,  and  the  request  for  extradition  should  name  the  sev- 
eral offenses. 

All  the  papers  herein  enumerated  should  be  transmitted  in  dupli- 
cate, one  copy  being  required  for  the  files  of  the  Department,  and 
the  other,  duly  authenticated  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  will  be 
returned  with  the  President's  warrant,  for  the  use  of  the  agent 
who  may  be  designated  to  receive  the  fugitive. 

Thirdly.  By  the  practice  of  some  of  the  countries  with  which 
the  United  States  have  treaties,  to  entitle  copies  of  depositions  to 
be  received  in  evidence,  the  party  producing  them  is  required  to 
attest,  under  oath,  that  they  are  true  copies  of  the  original  depo- 
sitions, and  it  is,  therefore,  desirable  that  such  agent,  either  from 
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L  comparison  of  the  copies  with  the  orieiualB,  or  from  having  been 
^resent  at  the  attestationB  of  the  copies,  should  be  prepared  to 
iiake  such  declaration.  When  the  original  depositions  are  for- 
ff^arded,  such  declaration  is  not  required. 

A  strict  compliance  with  these  fonnal  reqniremeiite  diav  save 
o  the  parties  seeking  the  extradition  of  the  fagitive  criminal 
nuch  delay  and  expense. 

Mr.  Moak,  in  the  note  above  referred  to,  states  the  following 
-ules  of  practice  as  having  been  adopted  hj  the  General  Govem- 
nent  in  demanding  fugitives  from  justice  under  the  extradition 
reaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain  : 

(1.)  It  must  appear  to  the  President  "that  one  of  the  offenses 
»iamerated  in  the  treaty  has  been  committed  within  the  jaris- 
lictioo  of  the  United  States,  or  some  one  of  the  States  or  Ter- 
itoriea." 

(2.)  It  must  further  appear  to  him  "  that  the  person  charged 
vith  the  offense  has  fled  from  the  United  States  and  taken  refuge 
n  the  British  Dominions." 

(3.)  "  Upon  the  presentment  of  evidence  of  these  facts,  a  requisi- 
ion  will  he  made  requesting  the  debvery  of  the  person  charged, 
irovided  that  such  evidence  of  criminaUty  be  exhibited  before 
he  British  authorities,  as  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
vhere  the  person  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  appre- 
lension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  a  like  crime  or  offense  had 
hero  been  committed.  The  regular  and  most  proper  evidence  of 
he  guilt  of  the  fugitive  would  be  a  properly  certified  copy  of  an 
ndictment  found  against  him  by  a  grand  jury,  or  of  an  informa- 
ion  made  before  an  examining  magistrate  accompanied  by  one  or 
Qore  depositions  setting  forth  as  fully  as  possible  the  circum- 
tonces  of  the  crime." 

(4.)  "  If  the  fugitive  be  charged  with  the  violation  of  a  law  of 
,  State  or  Territory,  his  delivery  will  be  required  to  be  made  to 
he  authorities  of  such  State  or  Territory." 

(5.)  "If  the  offense  chai^;ed  be  a  violation  of  a  law  of  the 
Tnited  States  (such  as  piracy,  murder  on  board  vessels  of  the 
Jnited  States,  or  in  arsenals,  dock  yards,  etc.),  the  delivery  will 
«  required  to  he  made  to  the  officers  or  authorities  of  the  United 
itates." 
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(6.)  "  The  expense  of  the  appreheadon  and  delivery"  rane 
"  borne  by  the  party  applying  for  the  requiation  of  the  C 
emment,  except  in  cases  of  crimes  against  the  United  States.' 

(7.)  "The  name  of  the  person  who  is  to  receive  and  b 
back  the  offender  is  required  for  insertion  in  the  warraut  authi 
ing  him  to  act." 

7.  Protection  of  the  Fagitire.  —  Section  5275  of  the 
vised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  contains  the  following  pn 
ioti  in  relation  to  the  safe-keeping  and  protection  of  the  fug: 
crimiual,  after  his  delivery : 

"Whenever  any  person  is  delivered  by  any  foreign  Goi 
raent  to  an  agent  of  the  United  States  for  tlie  purpose  of  b 
brought  within  the  United  States  and  tried  for  any  crim 
which  he  is  duly  accused,  the  President  shall  have  power  to 
all  necessary  measures  for  the  transportation  and  safe-keepin 
such  accused  person,  and  for  his  security  against  lawless  vioh 
until  the  final  conclusion  of  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  oSf 
specified  in  the  warraut  of  extradition,  and  until  his  final 
cnarge  from  custody  or  imprisonment  for,  or  on  account  of, 
crimes  or  offenses,  and  for  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  and 
employ  such  portion  of  the  land  or  naval  forces  of  the  Ui 
States,  or  of  tno  militia  thereof,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
keeping  and  protection  of  the  accused," 

This  statute,  originally  enacted  by  Congress  in  1869,  take 
the  case  at  the  point  of  the  delivery  of  the  fugitive  criminal. 
then  provides  in  the  President  the  authority  for  his  trausp 
tton  to  this  country,  his  safe-keeping  and  protection  against 
less  violence,  until  the  terminus  of  the  case  in  Iiis  discliaige  : 
custody  or  imprisonment  for  the  crimes  or  offenses  "  specifie 
the  warrant  of  extradition,"  "and  for  a  reasonable  time  tl 
after." 

This  "warrant"  was  issued  hy  the  Qovemment  that  made 
delivery;  and  tiie  assumption  of  the  statute  is  tliat  it  would  i 
the  crime  or  crimes,  on  the  charge  and  proof  of  which  the 
livery  was  made,  and  further,  that  the  party  being  dehV 
would  be  tried  only  "  for  the  crimes  or  offenses  specified  in 
warrant." 

Congress,  in  enacting  the  law,  clearly  had  no  idea  of  any  o 
trial  nnder  the  custody  thus  acquired,  than  that  relating  to 
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rimeB  designated  in  the  extraditioo  warrant.  The  law  in  ite 
hraseolog;  is  constmcted  npon  tlie  theory  that  the  cnstody  is  to 
e  need  for  this  single  purpose,  and  not  to  be  extended  to  a  trial 
)r  offenses  not  charged  nor  proved  in  the  proceedings,  and  not 
Bpecitied  in  tlie  warrant  of  extradition."  The .  fact  that  the 
'resident  is  authorized  to  protect  the  fugitive  against  lawless  vio- 
nee  nntil  the  conclnsion  of  his  trial,  and  nntil  his  discharge 
'om  cnstody  or  imprisonment,  and  "  for  a  reasonable  time  tbere- 
:ter,"  shows  that  Congress  regarded  the  case  as  a  special  one  not 
illiDg  into  the  ordinary  category  of  persons  arrested,  tried  and 
inished  for  crime. 

No  such  provision  would  have  been  made  if  the  whole  case, 
ter  the  delivery,  were  simply  one  of  municipal  law,  and  had  no 
lation  to  a  custody  granted  by  a  foreign  Government  under  a 
eaty,  and  involved  no  obligation  in  respect  to  tlie  use  thereof. 
tie  theory  of  the  legislation  is  that  the  United  States,  in  obtain- 
g  the  extradition  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  acquire  no  more  power 
er  his  person  than  that  which  results  from  the  treaty. 

8.  Remedy  by  Habeas  Corpus.  —  The  Bevised  Statutes  of 
e  United  States,  in  sections  751  and  752,  give  to  the  Federal 
urts,  and  the  several  justices  of  these  courts,  the  power  to  issue 
-its  of  habeaa  oorpus,  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  "  the 
use  of  restraint  of  liberty." 

Section  753  of  the  same  Statutes  specifies  the  cases  in  which 
sh  writs  may  be  issued  by  these  courts  or  j  udges,  one  of  which 
where  the  party  applying  for  the  writ  "  is  in  custody  in  vio- 
:ion  of  the  Constitation  or  of  a  law  or  treaty  of  the  United 
ites."  The  fact  of  the  existence  of  such  custody,  whether  by 
i  order  of  a  Federal  or  a  State  court,  makes  a  case,  under  this 
^vision,  for  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  fuAeaa  ooT'pus,  in  order  to 
mish  the  necessary  relief  to  the  prisoner. 
[f  then,  as  remarked  in  a  previous  chapter,  a  person,  extradited 
the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  a  treaty,  be  held  in 
(tody  in  violation  of  that  treaty,  he  would  clearly  have  the 
ht  to  apply  to  a  Federal  court  or  judge  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
■pus  /  and  if,  npon  the  hearing  of  the  case,  the  court  or  judge 
told  be  of  the  opinion  that  his  imprisonment  violates  any  pro- 
ion  of  the  treaty,  whether  express  or  implied,  under  which  he 
30 
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was  delivered  up  to  the  United  States,  it  would  be  the  duty  of 
such  court  or  judge  to  order  his  discharge  from  the  unlawful  cos- 
todj.  The  law  giving  the  habeas  carpus  power  is  broad  enough 
to  cover  such  a  case. 

A  treaty  of  the  United  States  may  thus  be  made  operative  in 
respect  to  fugitive  criminals  who  have  been  surrendered  to  the 
United  States,  and  being  charged  with  offenses  against  State 
authority,  and  delivered  up  to  that  authority,  are,  by  it,  dealt  with 
in  a  way  that  violates  the  treaty.  Federal  judges,  through  the 
writ  of  habeas  oorpuSj  are  competent  to  supply  the  corrective  rem- 
edy in  such  a  case. 

9.  Duty  on  AcqnittaL  —  The  London  Law  Journal^  voL  13, 
p.  215,  in  an  article  on  extradition,  expresses  the  opinion  that 
where  a  party  has  been  extradited,  and  has,  upon  trial,  been  ac- 
quitted of  the  crime  with  which  he  was  charged, ''  the  State  which 
;  obtained  his  extradition  in  error  ought  to  be  responsible  for  the 

^  i  person  having  the  means  of  returning  to  the  place  from  whence 

he  was  taken."  There  is  no  provision  to  this  effect  in  any  treaty 
or  law  of  the  United  States.  Governments  usually  make  no  com- 
pensation by  way  of  redress  to  accused  but  acquitted  parties  for 
the  injuries  they  may  have  received  from  being  thus  accused. 

And  yet  the  opinion  of  this  Journal  clearly  has  justice  and 
,  right  in  its  favor.    The  acquittal  of  the  accused  party  is  a  legal 

confession  on  the  part  of  the  Government  procuring  his  extradi- 
tion, that  he  was  innocent  of  the  charge  brought  against  him.  He 
has  been  severely  a  sufferer  by  a  mistake  thus  confessed ;  and  the 
very  least  that  the  Government  committing  the  mistake  can  in 
equity  do,  would  be  to  replace  him,  at  its  own  expense,  within 
the  jurisdiction  from  which  it  had  removed  him,  provided  he  so 
desires. 

A  provision  to  this  effect  would  be  an  improvement  to  the  ex- 
tradition  law  of  the  United  States,  and,  indeed,  of  any  country  in 
which  it  does  not  already  exist  It  would  be  no  disfigurement  if 
found  in  an  extradition  treaty.  The  simple  justice  of  the  idea  k 
a  snfScient  commendation. 
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CHAPTER  XVin. 

EXTKADinON   FBOM  THE    UNITED    BTATBB. 

The  procedure  in  this  form  of  extradition  relatee  to  the  de- 
wery  of  a  fugitive  crimiual,  by  the  United  States  to  a  foreign 
rovemment,  nnder  the  Btipalatiooe  of  a  treaty.  The  G-ovem- 
lent  malting  the  demand  presents  the  caae ;  and  if  it  comes 
rithin  the  proviBtone  of  the  treaty  with  that  Government,  then 
be  obligation  of  delivery  is  imperative.  Whether  tbia  ie  a  fact 
r  not  will  be  determined  by  tlie  proper  anthorities  of  the  United 
tAtee. 

The  legal  functions  to  be  performed  are  in  part  executive,  be- 
raging  to  the  President  of  the  United  States  and  to  executive 
fficers  acting  ander  his  authority,  and  subject  to  his  control,  and 
1  i^it  Jiidicial,  being  aasigned  to  specified  magistratee  of  the 


EXECUTIVE   FUHanoHB. 

1.  The  Execntire  Mandate,  — The  President  of  the  United 
tates,  upon  having  a  requisition  addressed  to  him,  by  a  foreign 
rovemment,  under  the  stipulations  of  a  treaty,  for  the  arrest  and 
elivery  of  a  fngitive  criminal,  and  npon  reasonable  cause  in  the 
remises  being  shown,  may,  if  he  shall  jadge  it  expedient,  issue 

preliminary  mandate  or  certificate,  under  the  hand  of  the  Seere- 
iTj  of  State  and  the  seal  of  the  State  Department,  for  the  pur- 
ose  of  moving  "  to  action  the  proper  judicial  anthorities  of  the 
onntry,  in  order  to  the  arrest  and  lawful  examination  of  the 
arty  charged  with  crimes,  and  the  investigation  thereof  for  the 
^formation  of  the  Government"  {The  caae  of  Colder,  6  Op, 
Ltt..Gen.  91,  93.) 

Such  a  mandate,  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  nnder  his 
and  and  the  seal  of  his  Department,  is  in  legal  effect  issued  by 
le  President  himself.  In  foreign  relations,  and  executive  acts 
npoeed  by  treaty  stipulations,  the  President  acts  through  the 
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State  Department ;  and  what  is  done  by  that  Department  is  done 
by  him.  {Ex  parte  Yarn,  Hoven^  4  Dill.  411 ;  and  In  re  Farez^ 
7  Blatch.  34,  46.) 

This  mandate,  if  issued  at  the  request  of  a  foreign  Government, 
would  be  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  this  country : 
and,  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  it,  the  President  does  not  need 
such  evidence  of  criminality  as  would  be  required  to  justify  an 
order  for  the  surrender  of  the  accused  party.  It  is  sufficient  if 
the  evidence  presented  makes  SLp7*ima  facie  presumption  of  guilt 
(6  Op.  Att.-Gen.  217.) 

2.  Form  of  the  Mandate.  —  The  following  is  the  form  of  the 
preliminary  mandate : 

Dbpabtbcent  of  Statb,      ) 

To  anv  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  ;  any 
Juage  of  the  Circuit  or  District  Courts  of  the  United  States 
in  any  District ;  any  Judge  of  a  Court  of  Becord  of  general 
jurisdiction  in  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  Stat^  or 
to  any  Commissioner  specially  appointed  to  execute  the  provis- 
ions of  Title  LXVI  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  for  giving  effect  to  certain  treaty  stipulations  between 
this  and  foreign  Governments,  for  the  apprehension  and  deliv- 
ering up  of  certain  offenders : 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  the  between  the  United  States  of 

America,  for  the  mutual  delivery  of  criminals,  fugitives  from 
justice  in  certain  cases,  has  made  application  in  due  form  to 

the  proper  authorities  thereof  for  the  arrest  of  ,  charged  with 
the  crime  of  ,  and  alleged  to  be  ,  and  who  believed  to 
be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States : 

And  whereas,  it  appears  proper  that  the  should  be  appre- 

hended and  the  case  examined  in  the  mode  provided  by  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  aforesaid  : 

Now,  therefore,  to  the  end  that  the  above-named  officers,  or  any 
of  them,  may  cause  the  necessary  proceedings  to  be  had,  in  paf- 
suance  of  said  laws,  in  order  that  the  evidence  of  the  criaunalitv 
of  the  said  mav  be  heard  and  considered,  and,  if  deemed 

sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  that  the  same  may  be  certified, 
together  with  a  copy  of  all  the  proceedings,  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  surrender  puisaant  to 

said  ,  I  certify  the  fact*  above  recited. 
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t  teetimotij  whereof,  I  have  berenDto  signed  my  name  and 

caused  the  seal  of  the  Department  of  State  to  be  affixed. 
Done  at  the  city  of  Washington,  this  day  of  ,  A.  D. 

!7    ,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  the 

Seeretary  of  State. 

This  upon  its  face  is  not  a  warrant  to  arrest  the  party  accused. 

is  addressed  to  any  of  the  specified  classes  of  judicial  officers, 
bo  are  authorized  by  the  laws  of  Congress  to  issue  warrauts  of 
rest,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath.  It  is  an  official  certifi- 
te  from  the  State  Department  of  the  Government  to  the  facts 
bioh  it  recites,  and  informs  the  judicial  officer  to  whom  it  may 
I  presented,  that  a  requisition  under  a  treaty  of  the  United 
ates  has  been  made  by  a  foreign  Government  for  the  delivery 

the  party  or  parties  accused,  and  implies  that,  in  the  judgment 

the  President,  t)ie  judicial  proceedings  provided  for  by  law 
onid  be  instituted,  with  a  view  to  an  examination  into  the  evi- 
ince  of  criminality,  and,  if  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient, 

the  commitment  of  the  party  or  parties  accused,  to  await  the 
ecutive  order  of  surrender. 

3.  Necessity  of  the  Execative  Mandate.  —  The  question 
bether  snch  a  mandate  from  the  President  is  absolutely  necea. 
ry  to  the  commencement  of  judicial  proceedings  in  extradition 
ses,  was,  in  1852,  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
nited  States,  in  the  case  of  Thomas  Kaine  (11  How.  103). 
Kane  bad,  without  the  issniog  of  such  a  mandate,  been  ar- 
3ted  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  by  the  warrant  of  a  Commis- 
)ncrof  the  United  States;  and,  after  his  examinalion,  he  was 
ramitted  to  prison  by  the  Cominisaioner,  to  await  the  order  of 
B  President  for  his  delivery.  Judge  Betts,  before  whom  the 
isoner  was  brought  on  haheaa  corpus,  held  that,  although  no 
itniction  or  request  in  r^ard  to  the  case  had  been  received 
>m  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  the  aiTest  and 
mmitmcnt  by  the  Commissioner  were  lawful,  and  remanded 
e  prisoner  to  custody.  (10  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  257.) 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  of  the  Sapreme  Court  of  the  United 
ates,  and  presiding  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Second 
rcnit,  afterward  issued  another  writ  of  hdbeae  corpus  in  the 
[ne  case,  claiming  that  the  second  writ  was  not  barred  by  the 
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action  tinder  the  first  writ,  and  reserved  the  hearing  of  the  case 
to  be  had  before  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  question,  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  President's  mandate,  in 
order  to  authorize  judicial  officers  to  act  in  such  cases,  was  fully 
argued  before  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  the  only  point  that  was 
authoritatively  settled  was  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  matter  submitted.  Messrs.  Justices  Catron,  Wayne,  HcLtsan 
and  Grier,  however,  concurred  in  the  opinion  that  the  mandate 
of  the  President  was  not  necessary  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
missioner by  whom  Kaine  was  originally  examined  and  committed, 
and  that  the  magistrates  named  in  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of 
August  12,  1848  (9  II.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  302),  have  the  power 
to  issue  warrants  of  arrest  at  the  instance  of  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment, and,  after  examination,  to  commit  the  person  accused  npon 
proper  evidence  of  his  guilt,  without  waiting  for  any  request  or 
mandate  from  the  Executive  Department  of  the  Government- 
Chief  Justice  Taney  and  Messrs.  Justices  Kelson  and  D&nid, 
on  the  other  hand,  were  of  opinion  that  these  magistrates  have  no 
jurisdiction  in  such  cases  until  a  formal  demand  has  been  made  by 
a  foreign  Government,  and  they  have  been  authorized  by  the 
President's  mandate  to  entertain  proceedings  for  the  apprehension 
and  examination,  and,  upon  proper  evidence  of  guilt,  the  com- 
mittal of  the  alleged  fugitive.  Mr.  Justice  Curtis,  while  express- 
ing no  opinion  on  this  point,  thought  that  tlie  court  had  no  juris- 
diction over  the  case ;  and  this  is  the  only  question  that  was 
authoritatively  decided. 

The  matter  being  left  in  this  form,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  subse- 
quently, at  chambers,  proceeded  to  consider  the  case,  and  finally 
discharged  the  prisoner,  though  a  warrant  for  his  delivery  had 
been  issued  by  the  State  Department.  The  discharge  was  placed 
on  the  grounds  stated  by  liim  when  the  case  was  before  the  Su- 
preme Court,  one  of  which  was  '^that  the  judiciary  possesses  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  proceedings  under  the  treaty  for  the 
apprehension  and  committal  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  without  a 
previous  requisition  made  under  the  authority  of  Great  Britain 
upon  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  his  authority  ob- 
tained for  the  purpose."     {Ex  parte  KainCy  3  Blatch.  1.) 

This  decision  having  been  made  by  the  presiding  judge  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  Second  Circuit,  Judge  Shipman,  in   In  r^ 
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Tenrich,  5  Blatch.  414,  laid  down  the  BSine  doctrine  as  ooe  of  the 
lies  to  be  observed  in  extradition  proeeedinga.  So,  also,  Jndge 
latchford,  in  In  re  Farm,  1  Blateli.  34,  affirmed  the  doctrine  as 
le  taw  of  the  court,  referring  to  the  two  previons  authorities  in 
s  snpport.  Jndge  Woodruff,  in  In  re  MacdonndU,  11  Biatch. 
),  in  187S,  when  Ur.  Justice  Nelson  had  resigned  his  office  as 
le  of  the  jnsticee  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  had  therefore  ceased 
I  be  the  presiding  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Second 
ircuit,  stated  the  doctrine  as  it  had  been  previously  held  in  that 
lart,  without  the  expression  of  a  positive  opinion  as  to  its  cor- 
ctness.  His  language,  however,  dearly  implied  doubt  as  to  the 
lundness  of  the  view  originally  taken  in  that  court  by  Mr.  Jus- 
3e  Nelson. 

Judge  Blatchford  in  1874,  in  In  re  Thorrua,  12  Blatch.  370, 
bjected  the  doctrine  to  a  careful  examination,  and  came  to  a 
nclnsioa  which  he  expressed  as  follows : 

"  Without  recapitulating  the  grounds  taken  in  the  various  opin- 
ns  referred  to,  as  reasons  for  holding  that  a  prior  mandate  is 
)t  made  a  prerequisite,  by  any  act  of  Congrees,  to  the  issuing, 
'  a  magistrate,  of  a  warrant  tor  the  arrest  of  a  fugitive  whose 
tradition  is  sought,  and  is  not  such  a  prerequisite,  except  where 
ade  80  by  the  treaty,  I  am  prepared  to  aay  that,  so  &r  as  my 
rn  action  is  concerned,  it  is  not  for  the  purposes  of  the  present 
ee,  or  of  fature  like  cases  (that  is,  cases  wnere  the  treaty  does 
it  require  a  previous  mandate),  to  be  regarded  as  the  law  that 
e  issuing  of  the  Executive  mandate,  in  a  case  of  extradition,  is 
prerequisite  to  the  entertaining  of  proceedings,  and  the  issuing 
a  warrant  of  arrest  by  a  magistrate.  I  am  further  authorize 
say  that  I  have  consulted  with  the  Circuit  Judge  (Judge  Wood- 
S)  on  the  subject,  and  submitted  these  views  to  him,  and  he 
Qcnrs  in  them,  as  an  expression  also  of  his  own  views." 

Judge  Nelson,  District  Jndge  of  the  United  States  for  the 
[strict  of  Minnesota,  in  ^^rfc  Van  Hoven  (4  Dill.  411),  said 
it  "  the  judicial  arm  of  the  Grovemment  is  powerless  to  arrest 
y  alleged  fugitive  from  justice  whose  extradition  is  demanded 
a  foreign  Government  nnder  any  treaty  of  the  United  States, 
thont  a  requisition  previously  made  by  the  foreign  Govem- 
mt  upon  the  United  States  and  its  authority  obtained  to  appre- 
nd  snch  fugitive."  This  affirms  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  Justice 
ilson  in  the  case  of  Eaine. 
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On  the  other  hand,  Judge  Lowell,  now  Olreuit  Judge  in  the 
First  Circuit,  declined,  in  the  case  of  In  re  Kelley  (9  Amer.  Law 
Rev.  167),  to  adopt  the  practice  of  requiring  a  previous  execative 
mandate.  He  said  in  this  case:  '^Considering  the  strong  rea- 
sons, as  well  as  the  great  preponderance  of  authority  against  the 
practice  —  a  preponderance  which  I  find  in  the  treaty  itself,  in 
the  statute,  and  in  the  opinions  of  the  greater  number  of  the 
judges  who  have  considered  the  question  —  and  further,  that  the 
reasons  in  its  favor  have  lost  their  force  in  the  present  state  of 
practice  in  the  State  Department,  I  feel  constrained  to  refuse  to 
establish  it  in  this  district." 

So,  also,  in  In  re  Dugan  (2  Lowell,  367),  J  udge  Lowell  said : 

"  The  Judge  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether  the 
foreign  country  has  duly  authorized  an  application  for  the  extradi- 
tion to  be  made.  The  law  is  that,  when  a  complaint  is  made  on 
oath,  the  Judge  is  to  examine  the  evidence  of  criminality,  and  it 
he  deems  it  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  shall  certify  the  same 
to  the  Secretary  of  State,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  upon  the  re- 
quisition of  the  proper  authorities  of  the  foreign  Governments. 
The  requisition  is  to  be  made  to  the  executive  department,  and, 
in  the  natural  order  of  things,  would  be  made  after  the  evidence 
is  taken  and  certified.  If  the  authorities  of  the  foreign  Govern- 
ment should  find,  on  the  examination  of  the  evidence,  that  it  doe^ 
not  make  out  a  case  which  they  choose  to  press,  they  will  make 
no  requisition.  And  the  statute  gives  them  two  months  in  which 
to  complete  their  action  upon  the  matter." 

In  Kc  parte  Roes  (2  Bond,  252),  the  court  held  tliat  no  au- 
thority is  i-equired  from  the  executive  department  of  the  United 
States  to  enable  a  Judge,  Magistrate  or  Commissioner  to  issoe  & 
warrant  for  the  arrest  of  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice  niKkr 
the  treaty  of  184:2  with  Great  Britain.     So,  also,  Attorney-Gen- 
eral Cushing,  in  the  Case  of  Colder  (6  Op.  Att.-Gen.  91),  ex- 
pressed the  opinion  that  any  foreign  Government,  entitled  b? 
treaty  to  the  extradition  of  a  fugitive  from  justice,  may  apply  to 
the  courts  for  his  arrest  in  the  first  instance. 

Judge  Brown,  in  Castro  v.  De  Uriarte  (16  Fed.  Rep.  93),  hdd 
that  ^'  a  preh'minary  mandate  from  the  Executive  is  not  eesentii! 
to  jurisdiction  in  such  proceedings,  unless  made  obligatory  by  the 
treaty.''  He  also  held  that  the  eleventh  article  of  the  treaty  wid^ 
Spain,  which  was  the  treaty  involved  in  the  ease,  did  not 
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jib  each  an  obligation,  and  hence  that  the  warrant  of  arrest  was 
>t  void  becanee  do  preliniinaiy  inandato  had  been  obtained  from 
le  Execntive  anthorizing  the  extradition  proceedings. 
There  is  a  manifest  conflict  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  these 
itboritiea ;  yet  the  preponderance  of  authority  and  the  better 
ew  would  seem  to  be  that  the  Executive  mandate  is  not  neo- 
saiy,  aa  a  condition  precedent  to  the  power  of  the  magistrates, 
imed  in  the  law,  to  issne  a  warrant  of  aircst  and  conduct  an  ex- 
dination  in  an  extradition  case.  There  is  nothing  in  any  treaty 
the  United  States  which  forbids  the  President  to  issue  his 
EiDdate,  if  requested  to  do  bo,  or  if  he  thinks  it  expedient ;  yet 
ilees  in  a  case  in  which  a  treaty  thus  specifically  provides,  the 
iuidate  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  confer  jnrisdictioc  npon  mag- 
TBtes  otherwise  qualified  to  entertain  extradition  proceedings. 
The  law  of  Congress  says  that  any  one  of  these  magistrates 
ly,  "  npon  complaint  made  nnder  oath,  charging  any  person,'" 
I.,  "  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  person  so 
arged,"  and,  when  he  is  brought  before  him,  proceed  to  examine 
e  evidence  of  the  all^^  criminality.  This  confers  a  direct 
d  positive  power  npon  these  magistrates  to  do  the  things  speci- 
d,  and  contains  no  provision  making  the  exercise  of  the  power 
pendent  upon  a  previous  mandate  issned  by  the  Pieeident. 
lere  is,  indeed,  no  provision,  in  the  law  itself,  relating  to  such 
oandate.  The  mandate  has  its  basis  in  the  practice  of  the  Kx- 
itive  Department  of  the  Government,  and  not  in  the  law  of 


[t  was  held,  in  tx parte  Van  Haven,  4  Dill.  415,  that  it  need 
:  appear  by  a  distinct  recital  in  tlie  mandate  of  the  Secretary 
State  to  the  judicial  officers  of  the  Government,  that  a  warrant 
the  arrest  of  an  allied  fugitive,  for  the  crime  imputed  to 
1,  had  been  issued  in  Belgium.  The  judicial  department  will 
smae  from  the  mandate  of  the  Secretary  of  Stats  that  thia 
)  done. 

t  was  also  held,  in  In  re  MaedonneU,  11  Blatoh.  79,  that  it  is  not 
essary  that  the  complaint  on  which  the  warrant  of  arrest  is 
led,  should  set  forth  the  issuing  of  a-  mandate  by  the  Execntive 
the  arrest  of  the  fogitive,  and  that  if  such  mandate  is  a  nec- 
ity  prerequisite,  it  is  sufficient  for  it  to  describe  the  offense 
rged  in  the  terms  of  tlie  treaty. 
31 
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4t.  Executiye  Warrant  of  Arrest.  —  Some  of  the  extradition 
treaties  of  the  United  States  expressly  provide  that,  after  the  re- 
quisition has  been  duly  made,  the  President  may  issue  a  warrant 
for  the  arrest  of  the  accused  party.  The  sixth  article  of  the 
treaty  with  the  Republic  of  Salvador  says :  "  The  President  of 
the  United  States  or  the  President  of  Salvador  may  then  issue  a 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may 
be  brought  before  the  proper  judicial  authority  for  examination/* 

The  fifth  article  of  the  treaty  with  Ecuador  says :  "  The  Pre- 
sident of  the  United  States,  or  the  proper  executive  authority  of 
Ecuador,  may  then  order  the  arrest  of  the  fugitive,  in  order  tliai 
he  may  be  brought  before  the  judicial  authority  which  is  com- 
petent to  examine  the  question  of  extradition." 

The  fifth  article  of  the  treaty  with  the  Ottoman  Empire  says: 
"The  President  of  the  United  States  or  the  proper  executive 
authority  in  Turkey  may  then  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehen- 
sion of  the  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may  be  brought  before  the 
proper  judicial  authority  for  examination." 

Tlie  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of  June  13, 1882,  with  Bel- 
gium, says :  The  President  of  the  United  States,  or  the  proper  ex- 
ecutive authority  in  Belgium,  may  then  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may  bo  brought  be- 
fore the  proper  judicial  authority  for  examination." 

These  are  examples  in  which  treaties,  in  the  cases  and  in  the 
circumstances  specified,  directly  empower  the  President  of  tlse 
United  States  to  issue  warrants  for  the  arrest  of  the  accused  par- 
ties ;  and  since  treaties  are  laws  of  the  United  States,  he  may,  if  he 
shall  jndge  it  expedient,  exercise  the  power.  The  practice  of  the 
Presidents  of  the  United  States  is  not  directly  to  issue  such  war- 
rants, but  rather  to  issue  executive  mandates  or  certificates  to 
judicial  magistrates,  leaving  the  issue  of  warrants  of  actual  arrest 
to  these  magistrates  as  provided  for  by  the  law  of  Congress. 

There  is  no  inconsistency  between  these  treaty  provisions  and 
the  law  of  Congress.  The  former  give  to  the  President  a  power 
winch  the  law  of  Congress  does  not  give,  without  superseding  the 
power  given  by  law  to  the  specified  magistrates.  The  language 
of  the  provisions  is  that  the  President  "  may  "  issue  his  warrant 
of  arrest  for  the  purpose  named.    He  '^  may  "  also  omit  to  do  so 


sdrrendbr  of  thk  fugitive.  243 

lieo  the  law  provides  another  and  sufficient  mode  for  securing 
le  arrest  of  the  accused  party. 

6.  SatTeader  of  the  Fogltive.  —  Nearly  all  the  extradition 
eaties  of  the  United  States,  either  expressly  or  by  obvious  im- 
icatioD,  provide  that  the  sarrender  of  fugitive  criminals  shall  be 
ade  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  respective  Governments, 
his,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  is  done  by  the  President 
rough  a  warrant  issued  under  the  hand  of  tlie  Secretary  of  Slate 
rected  to  the  marshal  or  other  person  having  the  prisoner  in 
istody,  and  commanding  him  to  make  the  delivery  to  the  agent 

the  foreign  Government  authorized  to  receive  him. 

The  special  authority,  given  by  law  for  this  delivery,  is  found 

section  5272  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, 
bich  reads  as  follows : 

"  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Secretary  of  State,  nnder  his  hand 
id  seal  of  office,  to  order  the  person  bo  committed  to  be  delivered 

such  person  aa  shall  be  authorized,  in  the  name  and  on  the  be- 
ilf  of  such  foreign  Government,  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  of 
hich  such  person  shall  be  so  accused,  aud  such  person  shall  be 
)livered  up  accordingly ;  and  it  shall  be  lawfnl  for  the  person  so 
ithorized  to  hold  such  person  id  custody,  and  to  take  him  to  the 
rritory  of  such  foreign   Government,  pursuant  to  sucli  treaty. 

the  person  bo  accused  shall  escape  out  of  the  costdkly  to  which 
I  shall  be  committed,  or  to  which  he  shall  be  delivered,  it  shall 
!  lawful  to  retake  such  person  in  the  same  manner  as  any  person 
cnsed  of  any  crime  against  the  laws  in  force  in  that  part  of  the 
nited  States  to  which  he  shall  escape,  may  be  retaken  on  an  es> 
pe." 

The  authority  for  delivery,  as  here  given,  relates  to  "  the  per- 
n  so  committed."  This  person  is  the  party  who  has  been  ar- 
3ted,  whose  ease  has  been  judicially  examined,  and  who,  upon 
e  evidence  as  presented  on  such  examination,  has  been  com- 
itted  to  prison,  to  await  the  action  of  the  Executive  Department 
the  Government. 

The  form  of  the  warrant  for  the  aurrender  of  the  party  is  the 
flowing : 
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Depabtbcent  op  State,  ^ 

To  aU  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come^  greeting  : 

^  Whereas,  ,  accredited  to  this  Grovemment,  has  made  requi- 
sition in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  ,  for  the  mn- 
taal  delivery  of  criminals,  fugitives  from  justice  in  certain  cases, 
for  the  deHvery  up  of  ,  charged  with  the  crime  of  ,  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of 

And  whereas,  the  said  been  found  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States,  and  ,  by  proper  authority  and  due  form 
of  law,  been 'brought  before  for  examination  upon  said  charge 
of        ; 

And  whereas,  the  said  has  found  and  adjudged  that  the 
evidence  produced  against  the  said  is  sufficient  in  law  to  jus- 
tify commitment  upon  the  said  charge,  and  has,  therefore, 
ordered  that  the  said  be  committed  pui-suant  to  the  provisions 
of  said        ; 

Now,  therefore,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  5272  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  these  presents  are  to 
require  the  United  States  Marshal  for  the  ,  or  any  other 
public  officer  or  person  having  charge  or  custody  of  the  afore- 
said ,  to  surrender  and  deliver  up  to  ,  who  been 
authorized  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  to  receive  ,  or  to 
any  other  person  or  persons  who  may  in  like  manner  be  auth»>r- 
ized  in  the  Bame  or  on  behalf  of  to  receive  the  said  to  be 
tried  for  the  crime  of  which        so  accused. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  signed  my  nanrie  and 
caused  the  seal  of  the  Department  of  State  to  be  affixed. 
Done  at  the  City  of  Washington,  this        day  of         ,  A.  D. 
18    ,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  the 

Secretary  of  State. 

The  fourth  article  of  the  extradition  treaty  of  1861,  with 
Mexico,  provides  that,  "  in  the  case  of  crimes  committed  witliL'i 
the  limits  of  the  frontier  States  or  Territories  "  of  the  respective 
Governments,  "  the  surrender  may  be  made  by  the  chief  dvil  an- 
thority  thereof,  or  such  chief  civil  or  judicial  authority  of  the 
districts  or  counties  bordering  on  the  frontier  as  may  for  this  pur- 
pose be  duly  authorized  by  the  said  chief  civil  authority  of  tfe 
said  frontier  States  or  Territories,  or  if,  from  any  cause,  the  ciri: 
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thority  of  such  State  or  Territory  shall  be  anspended,  then  snch 
rrcnder  may  be  made  by  the  chief  military  officer  in  command 
Btich  State  or  Territory."  This  creates  an  exception,  in  tlie 
le  specified,  as  to  the  method  of  the  delivery. 
Attoraey-GeDcral  Black,  in  Tyler's  Case,  9  Op.  Att.-Gen.  379, 
ik  the  groand  that  the  act  of  Congress,  providing  for  the  aur- 
ider  of  fugitive  criminals,  neither  requires  nor  authorizee  such 
Tender  by  the  Execntive  Department  of  the  Government 
jitil  the  facts  of  the  case  are  judicially  ascertained  and  certified  " 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

This  is  nndonbtedly  the  correct  view  of  the  law.  FroviBion  is 
de  by  law,  as  will  be  shown  in  the  sequel,  for  a  preliminary 
licial  examination  of  the  case,  and,  if  the  evidence  be  deemed 
Bcient  by  the  examining  magistrate,  for  the  certification  of  the 
timony  before  him  to  the  Secretary  of  State;  and,  until  this 
imination  has  been  had  and  the  testimony  certified  and  ti-ans> 
tted  to  the  State  Department,  the  law  gives  no  authority  for 
;  isBue  of  a  warrant  of  surrender. 

5.  The  Discretion  of  the  President.  —  The  preliminary  jri- 
iai  examination,  though  a  necessary  proceeding,  doee  not  ex- 
de  or  control  the  exercise  of  the  Freeident's  discretion  in  the 
imises.     He  may  or  may  not  make  the  surrender,  according  to 

own  judgment  of  the  case,  when  all  the  testimony  has  been 
HAmitted  for  examination.  The  judgment  of  the  oxamining 
gistrato  does  not  necessarily  bind  his  Jadgment,  It  simply 
>plies  an  aid  and  a  condition  for  its  exercise, 
fudge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Stupp,  11  Blatch.  124,  in  a  proceed- 
:  on  habeas  corpus,  refused  to  discharge  the  prisoner,  and  re- 
nded  him  to  the  custody  of  the  marshal.  The  President,  how- 
T,  having  referred  the  question  involved  in  the  case  to  tlie 
x>mey-General  of  the  United  States,  who  gave  an  opinion  in 
jct  conflict  with  that  of  Judge  Blatchford,  declined  to  make 

delivery,  adopting  the  opinion  of  the  Attomey-General,  who 
arded  the  case  as  not  coming  within  the  provisions  of  the 
radition  treaty  with  Prnssia.     (14  Op.  Att.-Gen.  281.) 

udge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Siupp,  12  Blatch.  507,  held  that 
;r  a  commitment  of  the  accased  for  surrender,  and  even  after 
dificharge  on  habeaa  corpus  has  been  refused,  the  President 
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may  lawfully  decline  to  surrender  him,  either  on  the  gronnd  tLat 
the  case  is  not  within  the  treaty,  or  that  the  evidence  is  not  satn- 
cient  to  establish  the  charge  of  criminality,  and  that  the  statute 
does  not  give  any  right  of  appeal  or  review  on  the  merits,  to  be 
exercised  by  any  court  or  judicial  oflScer. 

Judge  IngersoU,  in  The  Matter  of  Heilhronn^  12  N.  T.  L^. 
Obs.  65,  referring  to  the  case  of  a  party  committed  for  surrender, 
said  :  "  In  such  a  case  no  one  can  revise  the  opinion  of  the  Com- 
missioner  but  the  President.  If  he  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  taken  before  the  Commissioner  on  the  hearing  was  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  then  it  would  be  his  duty  to  with- 
hold the  warrant  of  extradition.  If  it  should  be  his  opinion  that 
it  was  sufficient,  then  it  would  be  his  duty  to  grant  such  warrant." 

On  this  question  the  President,  after  the  judicial  examination 
has  been  made,  and  the  party  committed  to  await  his  action,  is 
the  sole  and  final  judge  as  to  the  duty  of  delivery. 

7.  Limitation  of  Time.  —  Section  5273  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  the  United  States  provides  as  follows : 

"  Whenever  any  person  who  is  committed  under  this  Title  or 
any  treaty,  to  remain  until  delivered  up  in  pursuance  of  a  requi- 
sition, is  not  so  delivered  up  and  conveyed  out  of  the  Unite^i 
States  within  two  calendar  months  after  such  commitment,  over 
and  above  the  time  actually  required  to  convey  the  prisoner  from 
the  jail  to  which  he  was  committed,  by  the  readiest  way,  out  of 
the  United  States,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  judge  of  the  Unite<l 
States,  or  of  any  State,  upon  application  made  to  him  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner  so  committed,  and  upon  proof  made  to 
him  that  reasonable  notice  of  the  intention  to  make  such  applica- 
tion has  been  given  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  order  the  T>en«on 
so  committed  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  unless  sufficien: 
cause  is  shown  to  such  judge  why  such  discharge  ought  not  to  he 
ordered." 

This  fixes  a  limit  within  which  the  executive  power  of  finrrei!- 
der  must  be  exercised,  if  at  all.  The  party  cannot  be  indefinite!  v 
retained  in  custody. 

The  party  being  thus  discharged,  the  warrant  for  extradition 
cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  his  re-arrest.  If  a  new  arrest 
of  the  same  party  is  to  be  made,  it  must  be  upon  another  proceed- 
ing before  a  judicial  officer,  as  provided  for  by  law.     The  exira- 
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iition  warrant  of  tlie  President  is  simply  a,  warrant  of  surrender, 
ud  not  a  warrant  for  a  new  arrest. 

The  case  of  Vatice,  wh6  was  diBcliarged  from  custody  after  the 
ztradition  warrant  had  been  issued,  in  consequence  of  the  fail- 
ire  of  the  agent  of  the  foreign  Gorernment  to  appear,  presented 
he  question  whether  that  warrant  could  be  used  for  his  re-arrest. 
Attorney-General  Stanbery  answered  this  cjnestion  in  the  nega- 
ive,  saying  that  the  warrant  "  is  in  no  sense  a  warrant  for  arrest, 
nd  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  arrest,"  and  that  "  if  a  new 
rrest  is  made,  it  must  be  npon  another  proceeding  before  a  judi- 
ial  officer  or  ConmuBSioner."     (12  Op.  Att.-Gen.  75.) 

8.  Belief  by  Habeas  Corpos. —  The  President's  warrant  for 
xtradition,  though  not  directly  reviewable  by  appeal  to  any  court, 
erertheless  does  not  preclude  the  right  of  a  competent  court, 
rithin  whose  jurisdiction  the  party  may  bo  found,  to  issue  a  writ 
f  habeae  corpue  for  the  purpose  of  a  judicial  inquiry  into  the 
roceedinge,  and,  if  they  shall  be  found  illegal,  to  discharge  the 
nsoner  from  custody.  Section  753  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
f  the  United  States  gives  the  habeas  corpua  jMwer  to  the  courts 
f  the  United  States,  and  to  the  several  Justices  and  Judges 
hereof,  in  any  case  in  which  a  person  "  is  in  custody  tinder  or 
y  color  of  the  anthority  of  the  United  States."  This  clearly 
ocnprehends  the  [»se  in  which  the  party  applying  for  the  writ, 
!  in  the  custody  of  the  agent  of  a  foreign  Government  ander 
n  extradition  warrant  issued  by  the  President,  so  long  as  the  party 
emains  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  exercised  this  power  in  the  case  of  Kahie, 
fter  the  extradition  warrant  had  been  issued  by  the  State  Depart- 
lent,  and  holding  the  custody  to  be  illegal,  he  ordered  the  prisoner 
i  be  discharged.  {Ec  parte  Kaine,  3  Blatch.  1.)  Judge  £d- 
londs,  iu  The  Matter  of  Metsger,  I  Barb.  248,  did  the  same  thing. 

The  English  Extradition  Act  of  1670 provides  that  "a fugitive 
riminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  until  the  expiration  of  lifteen 
ays  from  the  date  of  his  being  committed  to  prison  to  await  his 
iirrender,"  and  that  the  police  magistrate  who  commits  him  to 
rison  shall  inform  him  "  that  he  will  not  be  surrendered  until 
fter  the  expiration  of  fiileen  days,  and  that  he  has  a  right  to  apply 
or  a  writ  of  habeas  corpua."    This  rule  is  adopted  in  the  interests 
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of  liberty,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  alleged  fugitive  from 
justice  against  improper  extradition.  A  similar  rule  should  be 
adopted  in  this  country. 

Section  IL 

judicial  functions. 

The  judicial  functions,  connected  with  the  procedure  of 
extradition  irom  the  United  States,  are  designed  to  be  anxiliarj 
to  those  of  the  Executive  Department  of  the  Government.  The 
provisions  of  law  relating  to  these  functions  will  be  presented  in 
the  following  order  :  — 

1.  The  Examining  Magistrates.  —  Section  5270  of  theEe- 
vised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  provides  that  "whenever 
there  is  a  treaty  or  convention  for  extradition  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  and  any  foreign  Government,  any  Jnr 
tice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  circuit  Judge,  district  Judge,  Coinmis> 
sioner  authorized  so  to  do  by  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  or  Judge  of  a  court  of  record  of  general  jurisdiction  of 
any  State,  may  "  take  cognizance  of  any  specific  case  as  set  forth 
in  the  statute,  and  exercise  the  powers  therein  bestowed. 

The  Judges  here  specified  are  directly  empowered  to  act  in 
such  cases ;  and  the  same  power  is  given  to  Oommissioners  of  the 
United  States,  with  the  qualification  that  they  must  be  author- 
ized so  to  act  by  some  court  of  the  United  States.  All  these  offi- 
cers are  alike  and  equally  examining  magistrates,  and,  for  the  par- 
poses  had  in  view,  are  clothed  with  precisely  the  same  authority. 
On  this  point  Judge  Johnson,  in  In  re  VcmderveLpen^  14  Blatch. 
137,  remarked:  "For  the  purposes  of  this  law,  each  of  the 
enumerated  ofiScers  possesses  the  same  authority^  so  that  it  is  in- 
different, for  all  legal  purposes,  whether  he  is  the  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  or  only  a  Ck>uimi^ 
sioner  authorized  to  act  by  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States^ 
Each  of  them  derives  his  power  not  from  his  official  station,  bet 
from  the  delegation  of  power  conferred  by  this  act." 

The  Commissioners,  referred  to  in  the  statute,  are  Commissioneis 
of  Circuit  Courts,  derive  their  appointment  from  these  courts,  aoti 
exercise  such  powers  as  ai*e  or  may  be  expressly  conferred  on  them 
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ly  law.  (R«T.  Stat,  of  IT.  S.  sec  627.)  These  Commissioners 
lave  no  authority  to  act  in  extradition  cases  simply  by  reason  of 
heir  appointment  as  such.  They  must  receive  this  special  author- 
ty  from  some  court  of  the  United  States ;  and  if  they  have  not 
■eceived  it,  then  they  have  no  jurisdiction  in  this  class  of  cases. 

Judge  Blatcliford,  in  In  re  J'^arez,  7  Blatch.  31,  lield  tliat  a 
varrant  issued  by  a  United  States  Commissioner,  for  the  appro- 
lension  of  a  fugitive  charged  with  crime,  with  a  view  to  his  being 
ielivered  up  to  a  foreign  Government,  nnder  a  treaty  of  extra- 
lition,  is  void  unless  it  shows  on  its  face  that  the  Commissioner 
asuing  it  was  authorized  by  a  court  of  the  United  States  to  issne 
t.  Be  said  in  this  case  that  such  anthority  is  "  a  jorisdictioaal 
act,  and  should  be  set  forth  on  the  face  of  the  warrant." 

Judge  Blatchford  also  held,  in  In  re  Farez,  7  Blatch.  345,  that 
t  is  not  necessary  that  a  warrant  of  arrest  issued  by  a  Gommis- 
ioner  should  show  on  its  face  that  he  was  authorized  to  issue  that 
•articular  warrant,  and  that  it  is  sufficient  if  it  shows  that  he  was 
nthorized  by  a  court  of  the  United  States  to  issne  warrants  in 
ascs  of  extradition,  embracing  the  case  covered  by  such  warrant. 
The  Case  of  Christiana  Cochrane,  i  Op.  Att.-Gen.  201.) 

In  Kc parte  Lane,  6  Fed.  Rep.  34,  it  was  held  by  Judge  Brown, 
f  the  District  Conrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
rict  of  Michigan,  that  a  complaint  and  warrant  in  an  extradition 
ase  should  show  npon  their  face  that  the  Commissioner  issuing 
lie  warrant  is  duly  empowered  to  act  in  cases  of  that  description, 
nd  that  the  Commissioner  has  no  power  to  amend  the  complaint 
r  warrant,  or  to  supply  defects  by  his  certificate,  after  the  case 
}  closed  and  a  writ  of  certioian  is  served  upon  him  to  produce 
be  record  of  his  proceedings. 

3.  The  Complaint.  —  Section  5270  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
lie  United  States  further  provides  that  any  of  the  judicial  offi- 
ers  named  *'  may,  npon  complaint  made  under  oath,  charging 
ny  person  found  within  the  limits  of  any  State,  district,  or  Ter- 
itory,  with  having  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
oreign  Government  any  ot  the  crimes  provided  for  by  such  treaty 
r  convention,  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  per- 
on  so  charged." 
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A  "  complaint "  must  be  made  before  any  of  these  oflScers  can 
take  cognizance  of  the  case,  and  it  must  be  made  under  oatL 
This  complaint  must  allege  a  crime  witliin  the  enumeration  of  the 
treaty  applicable  to  the  case,  and  charge  the  commission  of  such 
crime  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  foreign  Government  with 
which  the  treaty  was  made.  The  party  against  whom  the  com- 
plaint is  made,  and  whose  arrest  is  sought  on  the  basis  thereof,  is 
"any  person"  who,  being  thus  charged,  is  "found  within  the 
limits  of  any  State,  district  or  Territory  "  of  the  United  States. 
These  facts  are  jurisdictional,  and  they  must  be  set  forth  in  the 
complaint. 

The  charge  of  6rime  must  be  made  with  such  perspicuity  and 
recitals  of  fact  as  will  give  to  the  complaint  a  legal  character,  and 
enable  the  magistrate  to  see  that  a  primu facie  case  of  the  crime 
alleged  is  presented.  Judge  Shipman,  in  In  re  Henrich^  5 
Blatch.  414,  said  :  "A  complaint  upon  which  a  warrant  of  arrest 
is  asked,  should  set  forth  clearly,  but  briefly,  the  substance  of  the 
offense  charged,  so  that  the  court  can  see  that  one  or  more  of  the 
particular  crimes  enumerated  in  the  treaty  is  alleged  to  have  been 
committed.  This  complaint  need  not  be  drawn  with  the  formal 
precision  and  nicety  of  an  indictment  for  final  trial,  but  should  set 
forth  the  substantial  and  material  features  of  the  offense." 

Judge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Fwrez,  7  Blatch.  34, 48,  said :  "  The 
complaint  in  this  case  contains  nothing  more  than  a  general  chai^ 
of  forgery,  without  any  sufficient  specification  of  time  and  place, 
or  of  the  nature  of  the  forgery,  or  of  the  forged  instrument  or 
document.  *  *  *  *  This  is,  under  any  system  of  criminal 
jurisprudence,  a  defective  complaint.  *  *  *  *  No  citizen 
of  the  United  States  could  be  arrested  and  held  upon  a  complaint 
so  vague  and  general  in  its  specifications,  or,  rather,  so  utterly 
devoid  of  specifications  as  the  complaint  in  this  case ;  and  it  cer- 
tainly never  could  have  been  intended,  by  the  treaty-making 
power,  that  an  alleged  fugitive  should  be  arrested  upon  a  com- 
plaint less  specific  than  such  as  would  be  required  in  the  case  of 
an  offense  committed  in  the  United  States." 

Judge  Nelson,  in  En  parte  Van  HoveUy  4  Dill.  411,  held  that 
where  a  complaint  charges  the  crime  of  forgery  as  having  been 
conmiitted  on  a  certain  day  in  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  Gov- 
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romeiit,  in  that  one  "  wilfully,  etc.,  uttered  and  put  in  eirciila- 
ion  forged  or  counterfeit  papers,  or  obligatione,  or  other  titles  or 
istmmente  of  credits,"  without  BpeeifyiDg  the  kind  of  obliga- 
loDB  forged,  or  the  character  of  the  papers,  or  nature  of  the 
itlea,  etc,  it  is  defective  at  coramon  law,  and  does  not  fairly  in- 
orm  the  accused  of  the  charge,  and  does  not  show  probable  cause 
>r  arrest.  The  Judge  discliarged  Van  Hoven  from  the  arrest 
n  the  ground  of  a  defective  complaint. 

Judge  Lowell,  in  In  re  Dugan,  2  Lowell,  267,  held  that  where 
bere  is  an  apphcation,  sustained  by  complaint  on  oath,  it  is  not 
[>r  the  judge  to  consider  whether  or  not  a  foreign  Government 
as  autliorized  the  application.  He  has  only  to  examine  the  evi- 
ence  of  criminality,  and  if  he  deems  it  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
harge,  to  certify  the  same  to  the  Secretary  of  State.  He  also 
eld,  in  In  re  Eelley,  2  Lowell,  339,  that  a  judge  of  the  United 
itates  has  authority  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  a  sup- 
losed  criminal,  under  the  extradition  treaty  with  Great  Britain, 
ud  the  statutes  passed  to  aid  in  carrying  that  and  similar  treaties 
ito  effect,  when  duecomplaint  is  made  to  him,  without  a  previous 
pplication  having  been  made  to  the  President. 

Judge  Dillon,  in  £}x  parte  Van  Hoven,  4  DilL  415,  held  that 

complaint,  under  oath>  made  by  the  ConsnI-General  of  Belgium, 
efore  a  proper  Commissioner  of  the  Southern  District  of  New 
"^ork,  upon  the  strength  of  telegrams  and  depositions  taken  in 
•elgium,  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  court  in  remanding  the  pris- 
ner  for  examination  by  the  Commissioner  before  whom  the  cora- 
laint  was  made,  and  who  issued  the  warrant  of  arrest. 

It  was  held  by  Judge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Fares,  7  Blatch. 
45,  that  a  complaint  before  a  Commissioner,  in  an  extradition 
ise,  verified  by  the  Consul  of  a  foreign  Government,  in  which 
e  charges  the  offense  properly,  is  sufficient  if  made  by  him 
ffieially,  although  he  does  not  make  the  averments  on  his  personal 
nowledge  of  the  facts.  It  was  also  held  in  this  case  that  it  is 
ot  a  necessary  preliminary  to  an  investigation,  under  an  extradi- 
on  treaty,  to  show  that  a  warrant  was  issued  abroad  against  the 
Sender,  and  hence  that  the  complaint  need  not  state  that  fact, 

it  exists.  Such  a  statement  is  not  indispensable  to  a  valid 
jmplaint. 
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Judge  Brown,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  held,  in  In  re  Rath^  16  Fed. 
Bep.  505,  that,  in  extradition  proceedings,  the  complaint  is  saffi- 
cient  from  which  it  clearly  appears  that  a  treaty  offense  is  meant 
to  be  charged,  and  that  "  it  is  not  essential  to  extradition  that 
there  should  have  been  any  previous  criminal  proceedings  insti- 
tuted there  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  institution  of  extradition  pro- 
ceedings here." 

In  Ex  parte  Lwne^  6  Fed.  Rep.  34,  it  was  held  by  Judge  Brown, 
of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Michigan,  that  a  complaint  made  simply  upon  information 
and  belief  is  fatally  defective,  and  gives  the  Commissioner  do 
jurisdiction.  It  was  further  held  that  if  the  person  making  the 
complaint  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts,  it  should  appear 
that  he  is  the  representative  of  the  foreign  Government,  acting 
in  an  official  capacity,  or  he  should  produce  an  indictment  against 
the  party  charged,  or  depositions  tending  to  s1k>w  his  guilt,  or  at 
least  set  forth  with  particularity  the  source  and  details  of  his  in- 
formation, that  it  may  appear  that  the  arrest  of  the  party  is  sought 
upon  something  more  than  a  rumor  or  suspicion  of  guilt. 

The  law  of  Congress  says  nothing  about  the  person  wlio  shall 
be  deemed  qualified  to  make  the  complaint,  and  ask  for  the  war- 
rant of  arrest  against  the  accused  party.  Ordinarily,  this  will  be 
done  by  some  official  representative  or  agent  of  the  foreign 
Grovemment.  The  statute,  however,  does  not  prescribe  any  such 
rule.  It  simply  says  that,  "  upon  complaint  made  under  oath/' 
charging  the  crime,  the  magistrate  may  issue  his  warrant  of  arrest. 
Nor  does  the  statute  make  a  requisition  from  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment or  the  issue  of  a  warrant  of  arrest  abroad,  an  indispensable 
antecedent  of  the*  complaint. 

3.  The  Warrant  of  Arrest.  —  The  warrant  of  arrest  is  the 

direct  authority  for  arresting  and  holding  the  accused  party,  and  as 
such  it  has  its  basis,  in  part,  in  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
and  in  part,  in  the  law  authorizing  the  issue  of  the  warrant.  Its 
recitals  must  make  a  sufficient  exhibit  of  both,  and  if  the  warrant 
be  issued  by  a  Commissioner,  then  it  must  show  on  its  face 
that  he  has  been  authorized  by  some  court  of  the  United  States 


THE  WARBAJTT  OF  ABBEST.  258 

o  issne  such  wairanta     {In  re  Fares,  6  Blatch.  34.)     The  legal- 
ly of  the  warrant  will  be  tested  by  wliat  appears  on  its  face. 

Jndge  Woodroff,  replying,  in  In  re  Macdonndl,  11  Blatch. 
'9,  87,  to  the  objection  that  the  warrant  did  not  suffieiently  de- 
icribo  the  offease,  said ; 

"  The  warrant,  in  the  f nllest  manner,  meets  every  possible  re- 
[nirement  of  the  law.  It  shows,  on  its  face,  every  fact  which  ia 
:Ten  here  claimed  to  be  requisite  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  officers, 
hat  aneh  juriadiction  has  been  regularly  and  formally  invoked, 
or  the  arrest  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  and  it  declares,  in  terms,  (he 
pecial  authority  upon  which  the  proceeding  is  based,  to-wit,  tiie 
reaty,  the  Act  of  Congress,  and  the  appointment  of  the  officer 
o  execute  the  law.  It  declares  the  demand  of  the  foreign  Gov- 
irnment,  the  mandato  of  our  own,  and  the  oSense  chained.  Tlie 
lescription  of  the  ofiense  might,  in  my  opinion,  for  all  purposes 
if  inBertioii  in  the  warrant  or  arrest,  have  followed  the  words  of 
he  tri;aty.  The  reference  to  the  treaty  and  the  Act  parsed  to 
arry  it  into  effect,  identifies  the  charge  with  the  treaty  itself,  and 
nakes  a  charge  of  the  offense  of  forgery  import,  per  se,  a  charge 
if  the  offonse  of  forgery  mentioned  in  tiie  treaty.  That  is  all  that 
s  essential  to  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter.  It  is  not  nec- 
fisary  that  the  particuUra  required  to  be  proved,  in  order  to  es- 
abiish  the  offense  mentioned  in  the  treaty,  should  he  speciHed  in 
he  warrant ;  nor  is  it  any  part  of  the  province  of  the  warrant  to 
llBcloee  the  details,  in  order  that  the  prisoner  may  be  notified  of 
hose  details." 

In  Castro  v.  De  UriaHe,  16  Fed.  Rep.  93,  it  waa  held  that, 
'  in  a  warrant  of  arrest  in  extradition  proceedings,  the  offense  or 
sensation  need  be  described  In  general  terms  only,  such  as  are 
ised  in  the  statnte  or  treaty,"  "  The  warrant,"  said  Judge 
Jrown,  "  mnst  state  the  accusation,  offense,  or  crime ;  but  it  is 
ufficient  to  state  it  by  its  statutory  designation  without  furtlier 
larticnlars."  {Payne  v.  Barnes,  5  Barb,  465 ;  Atchinson  v. 
Jpencer,  9  Wend.  62 ;  and  The  PeopU  v.  Donahue,  84  N.  Y. 
:38.)  The  warrant,  if  showing  on  its  face  all  the  jurisdictional 
acts  apon  which  the  authority  to  issne  it  depends,  is  sufficient  in 
ts  recitals.  This  warrant  is  addressed  to  the  marshals  or  deputy 
aarshala  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  of  them  in  any  district, 
esignating  the  person  to  be  arrested,  and  directing  the  officer 
laking  the  arrest  to  bring  the  party  before  the  magistrate  issuing 
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the  warrant  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  or  some  other  competent 
magistitite  specified. 

It  was  held  by  Judge  Shipman,  in  In  re  Ilenrichj  5  Blatch. 
414,  that,  under  a  warrant  issued  bj  a  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  directed  to  the  marshals  of  the  LTnited  States  for  any  dis- 
trict respectively,  and  to  their  deputies,  or  the  deputies  of  any  of 
them,  or  to  any  of  said  deputies,  commanding  them,  and  each  of 
them,  to  arrest  the  alleged  fugitive  for  surrender,  and  bring  him 
before  the  said  Justice,  or  a  Commissioner  named  therein^  or  some 
other  magistrate,  at  New  York,  a  deputy  marshal  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  has  the  right  to 
arrest  such  person  in  Wisconsin,  and  bring  him  before  such  Com- 
missioner, and  such  Commissioner  has  jurisdiction  of  the  case 
under  such  arrest. 

The  principle  here  stated  is  not  limited  to  the  case  in  wliich  the 
.    '  warrant  of  arrest  is  issued  by  a  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 

the  United  States.      The  warrant  runs  throughout  the  United 
States,  by  whatever  authorized  magistrate  it  may  be  issued,  and 
f  may  be  executed  by  any  marshal  or  deputy  marshal  in  any  dis- 

trict of  the  United  States  in  which  the  fugitive  shall  be  found. 
Judge  Shipman  held  that  the  restriction  in  the  twenty-seventh 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789  (1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  73), 
has  no  application  to  an  arrest  under  an  extradition  treaty,  and 
that  the  marshal  or  deputy  marshal,  authorized  by  the  warrant, 
might  arrest  the  alleged  fugitive  in  whatever  district  he  might 
find  him  within  the  United  States. 

It  was  held  by  Judge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Farez^  7  Blatch-  34, 
that  where  a  writ  of  liabeas  corpus  is  served  on  a  marshal,  com- 
manding him  to  produce  before  the  court  the  body  of  a  person 
in  his  custody,  such  person  is  in  the  custody  of  the  court,  under 
such  writ,  from  the  time  it  is  served  on  the  marshal,  and  the  marshal 
cannot  lawfully  arrest  such  peraon  on  a  warrant,  as  a  fugitive,  in 
an  extradition  proceeding,  until  the  proceedings  on  the  writ  of 
haheds  corpus  are  terminated.  It  appeared  in  this  case  that  two 
warrants  of  arrest  had  been  issued,  and  that  the  second  warrant 
of  arrest  had  been  issued  after  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  had 
been  served  on  the  marshal  in  respect  to  the  custody  under 
the  first  warrant     Judge  Blatchford  held  that  the  arrest  under 
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le  second  wftrntnt  was  illegal,  because  the  alleged  fugitive  was 
len  in  the  cuatodj  of  the  court. 

4.  Hearing  the  Evidence. —  Section  5270  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
es of  the  United  States  further  provides  that  the  party  arrested, 
Don  the  complaint,  shall  "  be  brought  before  such  Justice,  Judge, 

■  Commiaaioner,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be 
;ard  and  considered."     This  hearing  is  by  the  Justice,  Judge, 

■  Commissioner,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  the  object  of  it  is  to 
icertaiii  judicially,  v?hether,  under  the  treaty  and  the  law,  there 
adequate  cause  for  the  dutontion  of  the  accused,  with  a  view  to 
is  delivery  to  a  foreign  Government,  by  the  Executive  Depart- 
lent  of  the  Government.  The  hearing  is  not  a  trial  of  the 
aestion  of  guilt  or  innocence,  except  for  this  single  purpose. 
'n  re  Wage,  15  Fed.  Rep.  864.) 

The  means  of  determining  the  point  at  issue  must  be  supplied 
f  evidence ;  and  if  this  evidence  fails  to  show  that,  under  tlie 
eaCy  applicable  to  the  case,  the  arrested  party  ought  to  be  de- 
,ined  for  delivery  by  the  proper  authority,  he  is  entitled  to  be 
ischarged  from  tlie  arrest.  The  evidence  consists  in  oral  testimony 
ven  under  oath  before  the magistratewho  conducts  theexamina- 
Dn,  or  in  authenticated  documents  rendered  admissible  as  evidence 
f  law,  or  in  both. 

(1)  Oral  Testimony.  —  The  general  principle  in  application  to 
■al  testimony  is,  that  there  is  no  difference  between  the  process  of 
king  it  and  that  of  taking  such  testimony  in  any  preliminary 
vestigation  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether  a  person  arrested 
Loiild  be  dismissed  or  held  for  the  action  of  a  grand  jury.  The 
stimony  is  taken  in  open  conrt  by  questions  and  answers.  The 
irty  Seeking  the  extradition  and  the  accused  party  have  alike  the 
^ht  to  introduce  and  examine  witnesses  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
ing  the  question  at  issue. 

Judge  Shipman,  in  In,  re  Henrich,  5  Blatch.  414,  said:  "The 
aramissioner  before  whom  an  alleged  fugitive  is  brought  for 
wring  sliould  keep  a  record  of  all  the  oral  evidence  taken  before 
m,  taken  in  the  narrative  form  and  not  by  question  and  answer, 
gether  with  the  objections  made  to  the  admissibilty  of  any 
irtion  of  it,  or  to  any  part  of  the  documentary  evidence,  briefly 
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stating  the  grounds  of  sach  objections,  but  he  should  exclude 
from  the  record  the  arguments  and  disputes  of  counsel." 

Judge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Farez^  7  Blatch.  345,  held  that  on 
an  investigation  before  a  Commissioner,  sitting  in  the  State  of 
JSew  York,  in  which  State  an  accused  party  is  entitled  to  testify 
in  his  own  behalf,  the  alleged  ofEender,  arrested  under  the  treaty 
with  the  Swiss  Confederation  had  a  right  to  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness in  his  own  behalf.  He  also  held  in  this  case  that  the  com- 
plaint before  the  Commissioner  being  made  by  a  foreign 
Consul,  and  showing  that  he  has  no  personal  knowledge  of  the 
matters  stated  in  it,  the  alleged  offender  cannot  claim  the  riglit 
to  cross-examine  the  Consul,  on  the  investigation  before  the 
Commissioner,  before  the  prosecution  gives  any  evidence  under 
the  complaint. 

Judge  Lowell,  on  the  other  hand,  in  In  re  Ditgan^  2  Lowell, 
367,  held  that  '^  the  testimony  of  the  accused  is  not  admissible  in 
a  case  of  extradition,  tried  by  a  judge  of  the  United  States,  though 
he  is  sitting  in  a  State  where  such  evidence  would  be  received.-* 
The  better  view  on  this  subject  is  that  stated  by  Judge  Blatchford. 

It  was  held  by  Judge  WoodruflF,  in  In  re  MacdonneUj  11  Blatclu 
79,  that,  in  extradition  cases,  the  Commissioner  may,  in  his  dis- 
cretion, grant  reasonable  adjournments,  in  the  course  of  the  hear. 
ing  of  evidence,  to  enable  testimony  to  bo  produced.  The  Judge 
said  in  this  case :  "  It  will  also  be  found,  that  the  practice  of  grant- 
ing reasonable  adjournments  has  obtained  heretofore  in  extradition 
cases ;  and  there  is  no  reason,  either  of  favor  to  the  accused,  jeal- 
ousy of  the  foreign  Government,  or  otherwise,  why  it  shoald  not 
prevail  in  those  cases  as  well  as  in  cases  of  crime  alleged  to  hare 
been  committed  in  violation  of  our  own  laws." 

Judge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Farez^  7  Blatch.  345,  sustained  tbe 
action  of  the  Commissioner  in  refusing  to  allow  an  adjoommeot, 
to  enable  tlie  prisoner  to  procure  testimony  from  Switzerland,  oq 
the  ground,  as  remarked  by  the  Judge,  that  ^^  the  affidavits  do  no: 
show  that  there  is  any  evidence,  either  oral  or  documentaiy,  c«i 
the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  exists  or  is  accessible  or  is  likely  to 
be  obtained."  He  added :  ''  No  magistrate  would,  on  such  afli- 
davitSy  have  been  justified  in  granting  the  motion "  for  an  ad- 
journment of  the  proceeding. 

The  parties,  on  the  hearing  of  extradition  cases,  are  entitled  to 


HKAKIKQ  THE  KViDSHOK.  257 

vul  themselves  of  legal  connBel ;  and  such  counsel  have  the  right 
0  be  heard  and  act  in  their  behalf,  as  in  other  cases  in  which 
oansel  represent  their  clients  in  courts  of  justice.  Extradition  is 
0  exception  to  this  general  principle  of  law. 

(3.)  Documentary  Evidence.  —  This  is  regulated  by  special 
latute  ;  and  on  this  subject  Congress  has  legislated  at  different 
mes,  as  wUl  appear  from  the  following  statement : 

The  first  regnlation  is  snpplied  by  the  second  section  of  the 
.et  of  Angust  12,  1848  (9  TJ.  S.  Stat,  at  Lai^,  302),  which  reads 
)  follows : 

"  That  in  every  case  of  complaint  as  aforesaid,  and  of  a  hear- 
ig  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant  of  arrest,  copies  of  the  depo- 
tions  apon  which  an  original  warrant  in  any  snch  foreign  country 
lay  have  been  granted,  certified  under  the  hiind  of  the  person  or 
arsons  issuing  such  warrant,  and  attested  upon  the  oath  of  the 
irty  producing  them  to  be  true  copies  of  the  original  depositions, 
ay  be  received  in  evidence  of  the  criminality  of  the  person  so 
iprehended." 

This  confined  the  documentary  evidence  entirely  to  copies  of 
e  depoeitiuna,  certified  and  attested  in  the  manner  prescribed, 
)on  whicli  the  original  warrant  of  arrest  was  granted  in  the  for- 
xn  country. 

The  next  regulation  is  supplied  by  the  Act  of  June  22,  1860 
2  U,  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  84),  which  reads  as  follows : 

"  That  in  all  cases  where  any  depositions,  warrants,  or  other 
pers,  or  copies  thereof,  siiall  be  offered  lu  evidence  upon  the 
aring  of  an  extradition  caso  under  the  second  section  of  the  Act 
titletJ  'An  Act  for  giving  effect  to  certain  treaty  stipulations 
tween  this  and  foreign  Governments  for  the  apprehension  and 
livery  up  of  certain  offenders,'  approved  Angust  12,  1848,  such 
positions,  warrants,  and  other  papers,  or  copies  thereof,  shall  be 
mitted  and  received  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  said 
3tion,  if  they  shall  be  properly  and  legally  authenticated,  so  as 
entitle  them  to  be  received  for  similar  purposes  by  the  tribu- 
Is  of  the  foreign  country  from  which  the  accused  party  shall 
ve  escaped,  and  the  certificate  of  the  principal  diplomatic  or 
TBular  ofiicer  of  the  United  States,  resident  in  snch  foreign 
jTitry,  shall  be  proof  that  any  paper  or  other  document,  so  of- 
Bd,  16  authenticated  in  the  manner  required  by  this  act." 
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Such  was  the  state  of  the  law  on  this  subject  when,  in  1874, 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  were  enacted,  reading 
as  follows  in  section  5271 : 

"  In  every  case  of  complaint,  and  of  a  hearing  npon  tlie  return 
of  the  warrant  of  arrest,  copies  of  the  deposition  upon  which  an 
original  warrant  in  any  foreign  country  may  have  been  granted, 
certified  under  the  hand  of  the  person  issuing  such  warrant,  and 
attested  npon  the  oath  of  the  party  producing  them  to  be  true 
copies  of  the  original  depositions,  may  be  received  in  evidence 
of  tlie  criminality  of  the  person  so  apprehended,  if  they  are  au- 
thenticated in  such  manner  as  would  entitle  them  to  be  received 
for  similar  purposes  by  the  tribunals  of  the  foreign  country  from 
which  the  accused  party  escaped.  The  certificate  of  the  princi- 
pal diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of  the  United  States,  resident 
m  such  foreign  country,  shall  be  proof  that  any  paper  or  other 
document  so  offered  is  authenticated  in  the  manner  prescribed  bv 
this  section." 

Upon  comparing  this  section  with  the  two  preceding  acts  of 
Congress  on  the  same  subject,  we  find  that  the  first  part  of  it, 
embracing  the  subject-matter,  is  taken  entirely  from  the  second 
section  of  the  Act  of  August  12,  1848,  and  not  at  all  from  the 
Act  of  June  22,  1860,  and  that  the  only  part  which  is  taken 
from  the  latter  act  relates  simply  to  the  authentication  of  the 
documentary  evidence  and  the  certificate  of  the  diplomatic  or 
consular  oflicer  of  the  United  States.  It  was  on  this  ground  that 
Judge  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Stupp^  12  Blatch.  501, 523,  held  that, 
under  the  provision  of  section  5596  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
"  section  5271  is  not  in  force  in  lieu  of  the  Act  of  1860,  although 
it  is  in  force  in  lieu  of  the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  1S4S."* 
This  ruling  was  made  in  1875,  and,  according  to  it,  the  Act  of 
1860  was  still  operative,  notwithstanding  the  enactment  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  including  section  5271  of  these  statutes. 

Congress,  by  the  Act  of  June  19, 1876  (19  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
Large,  59),  so  amended  section  5271  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  to 
make  it  read  as  follows : 

"  In  every  case  of  complaint  and  of  a  hearing  upon  the  return 
of  the  warrant  of  arrest,  any  depositions,  warrants,  or  other 
papers  offered  in  evidence,  shall  bo  admitted  and  received  for  the 
purpose  of  such  hearing,  if  they  shall  be  properly  and  legally 
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iithcnticatcd  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  bo  received  as  evidence  of 
lie  crimiuality  of  the  person  so  apprehended,  by  the  tribunalsof 
he  foreign  country  from  which  the  accnsc-d  party  shall  have  es- 
aped,  and  copicB  of  any  sach  depositions,  warrants,  or  other 
•apei-s  shall,  if  authenticated  according  to  the  law  of  sncii  foreign 
ountry,  be  in  like  manner  received  as  evidence ;  and  the  certiti- 
ate  of  the  principal  diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of  tiio  United 
States,  resident  in  such  foreign  country,  sliall  be  proof  that  any 
Licli  deposition,  warrant  or  other  paper,  or  copy  thereof,  is  anthen- 
icatt^d  in  the  manner  required  by  this  section.'* 

This  stnick  out  from  tlie  section  that  part  which  was  taken 
roiu  the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  August  12th,  1848,  and 
ut  in  its  place  the  snbstance  of  the  Act  of  June  22d,  1860. 

The  last  action  of  Congress  on  this  subject  we  have  in  the  Act 
f  August  3d,  1882  (22  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  215),  the  fifth  and 
ixth  sections  of  which  provide  as  follows : 

"  Sep.  5.  That  in  all  eases  where  any  depositions,  warrants,  or 
ther  papers,  or  copies  thereof  sliall  lie  offered  in  evidence  upon 
le  hearing  of  any  extradition  case  under  Title  sixty-six  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  such  depositions,  warrants, 
nd  other  papers,  or  the  copies  thereof,  shall  be  received  and  ad- 
litted  as  evidence  on  such  hearing  for  all  tlie  purposes  of  such 
Baring,  if  they  shall  be  properly  and  legally  authenticated  eo  as 
>  entitle  them  to  be  received  tor  similar  purposes  by  the  tribu- 
als  of  the  foreign  country  from  which  the  accused  party  shall 
ave  escaped,  and  the  certificate  of  the  principal  diplomatic  or 
insular  officer  of  the  United  States,  resident  in  such  foreign 
)untry,  shall  be  proof  that  aov  deposition,  warrant,  or  other 
ipcr  or  copies  thereof,  so  offered,  are  authenticated  id  the  man- 
ir  required  by  this  act." 

"  Sec.  6.  The  act  approved  June  19th,  1876, entitled  "An  Act 
I  amend  section  5271  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
Uites;  and  so  much  of  swd  section  5371  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
'  the  United  States  as  is  iueonsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this 
:t,  are  hereby  repealed," 

Such  then  is  the  present  state  of  the  law  as  to  docnmentary 
'ideuce  iu  extradition  cases.  The  sole  purpose  of  introducing 
ch  evidence  is  to  enable  the  magistrate,  before  whom  the  hear- 
g  is  had,  to  judge  and  determine  whether  the  crime  charged  is 

proved  that  the  party  arrested  ought  to  he  held  for  delivery, 
ny  depositions,  warrants,  or  other  papers  that  may  be  offered 
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upon  the  hearing  are  to  be  received  and  admitted  as  evidence  rela. 
tively  to  this  purpose,  if  they  ai-e  so  authenticated  as  to  entitle 
them  to  be  received  for  a  similar  purpose  by  the  tribunals  of  the 
foreign  country  from  which  the  accused  party  has  escaped  ;  and 
on  this  question  of  authentication  the  certiticate  provided  for  is 
conclusive  proof.  The  documents,  no  matter  what  may  be  their 
specific  character,  are  admissible  as  evidence,  if  they  come  within 
the  terms  of  the  statute.  What  they  prove  is  a  question  for  the 
magistrate  to  determine,  after  examining  them.  He  is  to  receive 
them  as  evidence  and  judge  of  their  weight. 

Judge  Shipman,  in  In  re  Ilent^ich^  5  Blatch.  412,  426,  said : 
^^  The  parties  seeking  the  extradition  of  the  fugitive  should  be 
required  by  the  Commissioner  to  furnish  an  accurate  translation 
of  every  document  ofEered  in  evidence  which  is  in  a  foreign 
language,  accompanied  by  an  afiidavit  of  the  translator,  made 
befoi*e  him  or  some  other  United  States  Commissioner,  or  a  Judge 
of  the  United  States,  that  the  same  is  correct."  He  also  said  that 
"each  piece  of  documentary  evidence  offered  by  the  agents  of 
the  foreign  Government "  should  be  accompanied  by  the  certifi- 
cate  prescribed  by  the  statute  on  this  subject. 

Judge  Blatchford,  in  Li,  re  Farezy  7  Blatch.  345,  held  that 
where  the  charge  is  forgery,  and  where,  by  the  depositions  from 
abroad  put  in  evidence  under  the  Act  of  June  22d,  1860,  it  ap- 
pears by  their  depositions  that  the  forged  papers  were  produced 
to  and  deposed  to  by  the  witnesses  giving  the  depositions,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  forged  papers  should  be  produced  here  be- 
fore the  Commissioner.  Such  a  case,  as  the  Judge  remarked. 
'^stands  precisely  as  if  the  witnesses  had  been  examined  in  per- 
son before  the  Commissioner,  and  the  alleged  forged  papers  liad 
been  produced  to  them  before  him."  "The  judicial  authorities 
here  are  bound  to  give  to  them  [the  depositions]  the  same  effect 
as  if  the  witnesses  themselves  were  personally  present  and  testi- 
fying."    Su(jh  is  the  plain  intention  of  the  law. 

It  was  also  held  by  Judge  Blatchford  in  the  same  case  that 
under  the  act  of  Jane  22,  1860,  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  ta 
render  papers  admissible  in  evidence,  that  they  should  be  the 
papers  on  which  a  warrant  of  arrest  was  issued  abroad.  Tliis  is 
not  under  the  law  essential  to  their  admissibility.  Indeed,  in 
Jn  re   Thomas^  12  Blatch.  870,  380,   Judge  Blatchlbnl  said: 
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It  is  not  a  oeceagary  preliminary  to  an  investigation  liere,  under 
1  extradition  treaty,  that  a  warrant  of  arrest  should  hare  been 
ened,  or  proceedinga  had,  against  the  accused,  in  the  foreign 
iriBdiction." 

Jndge  Brown,  in  /n  re  Wadge,  15  Fed,  "Rep.  864,  held  as 
illowe:  (1.)  That  the  authentication  of  dociimente  in  extradi- 
on  proceedings,  which  would  be  received  "  in  similar  proceed- 
gs"  in  the  demanding  country,  when  aided  by  oral  proof  of 
indwriting,  and  by  proof  allowing  the  purpose  for  which  tliey 
« issued,  is  sufficient  nnder  section  6  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
i82.  (2.)  That  it  is  not  the  practice  before  committing  magis- 
ates  to  receive  the  depositions  of  foreign  witnesses  taken  abroad 
1  the  part  of  the  defense,  and  hence  that  the  Commissioner  in 
[tradition  proceedings  rightly  refused  an  adjournment  applied 
I  by  the  accused  to  enable  him  to  obtain  the  depositions  of 
itnesses  in  his  defense  from  the  country  of  the  demanding 
overnment,  and  that  his  refusal  was  not  such  an  ahnse  of  judicial 
ecretion  as  to  ho  remedied  by  habeas  corpus. 
Tlie  mling  of  Jndge  Brown  in  this  case  was,  in  In  re  Wadge, 
\  Fed.  Rep.  832,  affirmed  by  Jndge  Wallace,  of  the  Circuit 
jurt  of  the  Second  Circuit  of  the  United  States,  who  held  as 
Hows:  (1.)  That  in  extradition  proceedings  nnder  section 
of  the  Act  of  August  3, 18S2,  the  certificate  is  not  the  exclusive 
urce  of  Authentication,  but  may  be  assisted  by  other  evidence, 
d  that  it  need  not  appear  that  the  depositions  or  documentary 
idence  would  be  competent  npon  the  trial  of  the  accused  in  the 
reign  tribunal,  if  sufficient  to  authorize  his  arrest.  (2.)  That 
lere  the  depositions  and  proofs  present  a  sufficient  case  to  the 
>mmissioncr  for  tlie  exercise  of  his  judicial  discretion,  his  judg- 
;nt  will  not  be  reviewed.  (3.)  That  a  refusal  to  grant  an 
jouminent  to  enable  the  accused  to  procure  depositions  from 
igland  to  show  an  alU)i,  was,  in  this  case,  a  legitimate  exercise 
discretion, 

JiidgeBlatchford,  in/ttre  Fow/ifr,  18  Blatch.  430,  437,  and 
B,  held  that  while  the  certificate  as  to  authentication  of  documents 
ivided  for,  if  in  the  proper  form,  is  to  be  taken  as  absolute 
X)f,  "there  is  nothingin  the  statute  which  necessarily  excludes 
il  proof  authenticating  the  eopie8,or  oral  proof  as  to  what  the  law 

the  foreign  country  is  as  to  such  authentication,  or  oral  pi-ooF 
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that  sneh  oitil  authentication  is  according  to  the  law  of  the  for- 
eign country."  He  added :  "  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute 
which  makes  such  certificate  of  the  United  States  diplomatic  or 
consular  officer  the  only  competent  proof  that  either  the  originals  or 
the  copies  are  authenticated  in  the  manner  required  by  die 
statute."  The  certificate  in  this  case  was  held  to  be  defective; 
yet,  in  respect  to  some  depositions,  this  defect  was  snpplied  by 
oral  evidence  as  to  their  authentication,  and  this  was  treated  as 
sufiicient. 

5.  Amount  of  ETidence  Necessary.  —  The  evidence  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  justify  a  commitment  of  the  accused  party  to 
await  the  action  of  the  President,  is  such  an  amount  as  is  '^  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  charge  under  the  provisions  of  the  proper 
treaty  or  convention."  The  general  rule,  as  to  the  evidence, 
adopted  in  the  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States,  is  that 
the  accused  party  shall  be  delivered  up  "  upon  such  evidence  of 
criminality  as,  accoi-ding  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where"  he  is 
found,  ''  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial 
if  the  crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed." 

This  is  the  treaty  rule  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence. 
The  laws  of  the  delivering  country  are  referred  to  as  the  guide  on 
this  subject ;  and  evidence  that,  according  to  these  laws,  is  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  a  party  for  trial, 
will  be  sufficient  to  justify  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  a  party 
for  extradition.  The  examining  magistrate  is  to  apply  this  rule : 
and  if  he  finds  the  evidence  sufficient  in  this  sense,  then  he  is  to 
commit  the  party  for  extradition.  The  application  of  the  rule 
includes  the  laws  of  the  particular  State  in  which  the  proceeding 
is  had  ;  and  hence,  if  by  these  laws  a  prisoner  is  entitled  to  te^ 
tify  in  his  own  behalf,  then  this  privilege  must  be  accorded  to  tlie 
accused  person. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  Eic parte  Kaine^  3  Blatch.  1,  10,  said: 
"  The  proof,  in  all  cases  under  a  treaty  of  extradition,  should  be 
not  only  competent,  but  full  and  satisfactory,  that  the  offense 
has  been  committed  by  the  fugitive  in  the  foreign  jurisdiction  — 
sufficiently  so  to  waiTant  a  conviction,  in  the  judgment  of  the  mag- 
istrate, of  the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged,  if  sitting  upon 
the  final  trial  ai^d  hearing  of  the  case.  No  magistrate  shonW 
oixler  a  surrender  short  of  such  proof." 
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This,  with  all  duo  respect  to  tlio  learned  justice,  is  act  tlie  rule 
ircscribed  hj  the  treaties  of  the  United  States.  Their  rule  ia  that 
he  evidence  should  be  aiiSicieiit  to  justify  the  apprehension  and 
uinmitment  of  the  party  for  trial,  if  the  offense  had  been  com- 
iiitted  in  the  country  on  which  the  demand  is  made.  Chief  Jiis- 
ico  Marshall,  in  the  case  of  Aaron  Burr,  sat  as  a  committing  niag- 
strate  ;  and  as  to  the  question  whether  he  should  commit  Burr 
or  the  crime  cliarged  agaiust  Iiuu,  he  remarked : 

"  On  an  application  of  this  kind,  I  certainly  shoiild  not  require 
hilt  proof  which  would  be  necwaary  to  convict  the  person  to  be 
oEiimitted,  on  a  trial  in  chief ;  nor  should  I  even  require  that 
i-hich  should  absolutely  convince  my  own  mind  of  the  guilt  of  the 
censed:  but  I  ought  to  require,  and  I  shoald  require,  that  prob- 
ble  cause  be  shown ;  and  I  understand  probable  cause  to  be  a 
ase  made  out  by  proof,  furnishing  good  reason  to  bolieve  that 
be  crime  alleged  has  been  committeo  by  the  person  charged  with 
ommittiwg  it."     (1  Burr's  Trial,  11.) 

The  Chief  Justice  held  that  this  was  tne  fact  in  the  case  of 
lurr,  and  hence  committed  him  for  trial,  not  on  the  theory  that 
ic  would  have  convicted  him  upon  the  evidence,  but  that  the 
vidcnce  was  safiicient  for  a  commitment,  with  a  view  to  a  trial. 

Mr.  Justice  Blatchford,  in  In  re  Fares,  1  BUtch.  345,  353,  ex- 
ressed  his  opinion  in  regard  to  the  necessary  evidence  in  an 
xtraditioo  case,  as  follows ; 

*'The  theory  on  which  treaties  for  extradition  are  made  is,  tliat 
lie  place  where  a  crime  was  comiuitted  is  the  proper  place  in 
Miich  to  try  the  person  cliarged  with  having  committed  it;  and 
othing  ia  required  to  warrant  extradition,  except  that  sufKcient 
vidence  of  the  fact  of  tlie  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  pro- 
ncud,  to  justify  a  coinmitmiint  for  trial  for  the  crime.  In  act- 
ig  under  the  thirty-thii-d  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789, 
1  regard  to  offenses  against  the  United  States,  a  committing  mag- 
itrate  acts  on  the  principle  that,  iu  substance,  after  an  exami- 
ation  into  the  matter  and  a  proper  opportunity  for  the  giving  of 
^tiinony  on  both  sidea,  tliere  is  reasonable  ground  lonold  the 
%nsed  for  trial.  The  contrary  view  would  lead  to  the  conclu- 
oii  that  the  accused  should  not  be  given  up  to  be  tried  in  the 
luntry  in  which  the  offense  was  committed,  the  country  where 
le  witnesses  on  both  sides  are  presumptively  to  be  found,  but 
lould  be  tried  in  tlio  country  in  whicli  he  may  happen  to  be 
jund.     Such  a  result  would  entirely  destroy  tho  object  of  audi 


261  EXTUADTnOH  FKOX  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  view  of  Judge  Blatcliford,  and  not  tbat  of  Hr.  Ji 
Neleon,  is  the  correct  one.  Persons  charged  with  crime 
according  to  the  lawB  and  practice  of  this  country,  be  comm 
for  trial  upon  evidence  which  creates  a  reasonable  presani] 
of  gnilt,  even  though  the  proof,  as  then  presented,  might  n. 
sufficient  to  warrant  their  conviction.  This  is  the  rale  to  s 
in  extradition  cases.  The  preliminary  examination,  with  i 
euce  to  the  diachar^  or  commitment  of  the  accused  party,  i 
a  trial  with  a  view  to  conviction  and  punishment.  It  relates 
ply  16  the  qnestion  whether  tlie  party  ought  to  be  held  for  t 
ery  that  he  may  be  tried  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction.  A  re 
able  presumption  of  gnilt  is  enough  for  this  purpose ;  and  oi 
qnestion  of  fact  the  examining  magistrate  most,  in  the  ligl 
the  evidence,  pass  judgment 

Q.  Certtflcatlon  and  Commitment.  —  Section  5270  of 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  still  further  provides 
if  the  examining  magistrate,  on  such  hearing,  "  deems  the 
dence  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  under  the  provisions  o 
proper  treaty  or  convention,  he  shall  certify  the  same,  U^ 
with  a  copy  of  all  the  testimony  taken  before  him,  to  the  £ 
tary  of  State,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  upon  the  reqnisitic 
the  proper  anthorities  of  such  foreign  Government,  for  the 
render  of  such  person,  according  to  the  stipulations  of  the  t 
or  convention ;  and  ho  shall  issae  his  warrant  for  the  commit 
of  the  person  so  charged  to  the  proper  jail,  there  to  remain 
such  surrender  sliall  be  made." 

This  certification  of  the  testimony  and  commitment  ol 
accused  party  to  jail,  upon  the  condition  here  specified,  dispo 
the  case,  so  far  as  the  examining  magistrate  is  concerned  wit 
and  then  the  question  of  actual  surrender  goes  to  the  Presi' 
who,  as  we  have  already  seen,  exercises  the  power  of  review 
may  make  or  withhold  the  surrender,  according  to  his  own  ^ 
ment  in  the  light  of  the  certified  testimony.  The  object  of  cei 
ing  the  testimony  to  the  Secretary  of  State  is  to  supply  the  d 
of  such  a  judgment.  And  if  the  President  does  not  delivi 
the  party  within  two  calendar  months  after  his  commitment, 
he  may  be  discharged  as  provided  in  section  5273  of  the  Re' 
Statutes 
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The  examining  magistrate  acts  judicially  in  luB  lieanng  and  dte- 
osal  of  the  case ;  and  while  he  is  thus  acting  ho  ia  not  auhject  to 
ny  direction  or  control  by  tlie  President,  Whether  he  shall  com- 
lit  or  discharge  tlie  party  is  a  qiiestion  for  him  to  determine.  If 
e  deems  the  evidence  insufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  and, 
ence,  discliargeB  the  accused,  that  is  the  end  of  the  case,  unless 
liere  be  a  new  complaint  and  a  new  arrest.  The  alleged  fugitive, 
liough  thus  discharged,  may,  however,  be  arrested  on  a  new  coni- 
Iftint.  {Calder'8  Case,  6  Op.  Att.-Gen.  91.) 
It  was  held,  in  the  Case  of  MvUer,  10  Op.  Att.-Gen.  501,  that 
discharge,  by  a  District  Judge,  of  a  person  apprehended  as  a 
iigitive  from  justice,  does  not,  in  a  proper  case,  preclude  his  re- 
rrest  under  the  warrant  of  anotlier  judge,  with  a  view  to  a  re- 
xamination  of  the  case.  Muller,  who  was  discharged  by  Judge 
£avitt,  was  re-arrested  imder  another  warrant,  and  brought  before 
udge  Oadwalader,  at  Philadelphia,  under  whose  decision  he  was 
irrendered  to  the  Prussian  Government.  This  was  done  at  the 
jggestion  of  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States. 

7.  Review  by  Habeas  Corpus.  —  We  have  already  considered 
le  question  whetiier  a  party,  committed  for  extradition,  may 
rail  himself  of  a  writ  of  /tabeas  corpus  issued  by  a  competent 
)urt,  after  the  President  has  issued  his  warrant  of  surrender, 
id  before  the  party  is  actually  removed  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
le  United  States.  This  question  was  answei-ed  In  the  affirmative. 
'tx  parte  Saitie,  3  Blatch.  1.) 

It  remains  now  to  consider  the  relation  of  the  h(J>eaa  corjnia 
:>WQT  to  the  case,  after  commitment  by  the  examining  magis- 
atc,  and  before  the  President's  warrant  of  surrender.  Tliere  is 
period  of  time  between  the  two  events,  duriu'^  which  the  party 

ill  custody,  and  it  may  extend  to  two  calendar  months. 

The  custody  is  "  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the 
nited  States,"  and  this  brings  it  within  the  list  of  cases  ennmer- 
ed  in  section  753  of  the  Hevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, 

which  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts,  and 
;e  several  Justices  and  Judges  thereof  may  issne  writs  of  habeas 
rpua,  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  cause  of  the  restraint 
'  liberty.  There  is  no  doubt  that  these  courts  and  the  several 
istices  and  Judges  thereof  may  issue  wrils  of  Aa&c<w  corpus  in 
34 
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encli  eases,  and  sIbo  writs  of  certiorari  when  necessary 
exercise  of  their  respective  jnrisdictione.  {&  parte  St 
BIfttch.  501.) 

Ml-.  Justice  Nelson,  in  Ex  parte  Kaine,  3  Blatch.  1,  he 
ff  lien  tlie  prisoner  was  arrested  under  an  extradition  treaty  1 
the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  and  committed  by  a  mfl 
after  examination,  and  then  a  habeas  corpus  was  sued  ont 
before  a  Cirenit  Court  of  the  United  Sutes,  wbicli,  afterl 
disinissed  tlie  writ,  and  remanded  the  prisoner  Co  be  hek 
the  commitment  of  the  magistrate,  the  decision  of  snc 
was  no  bar  to  an  inquiry  by  a  Justice  of  the  Supreme  C 
the  United  States,  upon  a  liaheaa  corpus  issned  by  him,  ii 
legality  of  the  detention  of  the])risoner  under  said  comm 

It  was  held  by  Judge  Woodruff,  in  In  re  Mcdonni 
Blatcli.  79,  that  it  is  not  proper,  dnring  tlie  progress  of  { 
ings  before  a  Commissioner  to  resort  to  a  writ  of  habeas 
to  review  his  decision  on  questions  as  to  evidence. 

Most  of  the  extradition  cases  in  which  writs  of  haheas 
have  been  issued,  were,  in  the  first  instance,  considered 
eided  by  Commissioners,  and  the  decisions  as  to  the  e;i 
which  the  review  may  be  carried  by  the  revising  court  i 
pear  in  tlie  following  vnscs: 

In  The  Matter  of  Veremaitre  and  otkera,  9  N.  Y.  Lq 
137,  Judge  Jndson,  sitting  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  held  that  he 
power  to  revise  the  judgment  of  the  Commissioner  on  th 
tions  of  f«ct,  and  hence,  on  inspecting  tho  papers,  and 
them  sufficient  on  their  face,  he  declined  to  review  tlie 
and  remanded  the  prisoners  to  be  held  subject  to  the  war 
the  CoinniisEioncr  and  the  action  of  the  executive  autboi 
the  United  States. 

Judge  Betts,  in  77m  Matter  cf  Thomas  Kaine,  10  N.  ^ 
Obs.  257,  delivered  an  elaborate  opinion  in  regard  to 
points  involved  in  the  case,  and  substantially  affirmed  thee 
laid  down  by  Judge  Judson  in  tlic  preceding  case. 

Jiuige  Inyersoll,  in  the  District  Court  for  tho  Southern  1 
of  New  York,  in  The  MaiUr  of  HeUlronn,  12  N.  Y.  Lej 
65,  said  : 
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*'  Where  there  is  any  legal  evidence  before  the  Cominis- 
sioner  to  establisli  the  charge,  and  tliat  legal  evidence  is  deemed 
hy  him  Bnfficient,  no  matter  how  many  others  may  deem  it 
insufficient,  and  he  grants  a  warrant  of  cominitnient,  that  coni- 
mitmetit  must  stand,  and  no  judge  has  a  ri^lit  to  disregard  it,  or 
to  render  it  ineffectual,  at  least  not  till  tiae  expiration  of  two 
calendar  months  after  it  shall  Iiave  buen  issued.  In  such  a  case, 
no  one  can  revise  the  opinion  of  the  Commiseioner  but  the  Presi- 
dent The  President  has  tiiat  power.  If  lie  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  evidence  taken  before  the  Commissioner  on  the  hearing 
was  not  suflicient  to  sustain  the  charge,  then  it  would  be  hisduty 
to  withhold  a  warrant  of  extradition.  If  it  should  be  his  opinion 
that  it  was  sufficient,  then  it  would  be  liis  duty  to  grant  such 
warrant.  Tho  necessities  of  the  case,  therefore,  do  not  require 
that  1  should  express  an  opinion  upon  the  sutKciency  of  the 
evidence  upon  the  hearing  before  the  Commissioner." 

Jndge  Betta,  in  Meparte  Van  Aemam,  3  Blatcli.  160,  164, 
said :  "  In  my  view  of  the  subject,  this  court,  on  the  retnm  bo- 
fore  it  of  a  writ  of  hc^>eaa  corpus,  has  no  further  power  than  to 
ascertain  and  determine  whether  the  prisoner  stands  charged  with 
a  criminal  offense  subjecting  him  to  imprisonment,  and  whether 
the  Commissioner  possessed  competent  authority  to  inquire  into 
and  adjudge  upon  that  complaint.  I  find  affirmatively,  in  this 
ease,  on  both  of  those  inquiries,  and  therefore  decide  that  I  have 
no  authority,  under  this  writ,  to  review  the  justness  of  tlie  de- 
cision of  the  ConDmissioner." 

Jnd)(e  Shipman,  in  In  re  Senrich,&  Blatcli.  414,  419,  referred 
to  the  case  of  Eb parte  Kaine,  3  Blatch.  I,  decided  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Nelson,  and  then  proceeded  to  say  : 

"It  is  true  that  Mr,  Justice  Nelson,  in  the  case  of  Kaine,  de- 
lided  that  the  Commissioner  had  no  competent  evidence  before 
liim.  He,  therefore,  did  not  directly  determine  the  precise  ques- 
tion whether,  if  the  Commissioner  had  had  competent  evidence 
presented  to  him,  tending  to  prove  the  charge  of  criminality,  it 
would  have  been  within  the  rightful  jwwer  of  the  court,  or  of 
the  Judge  at  Chambers,  to  review  that  evideni:e,  and,  if  he  tliought 
it  failed  to  support  the  charge  against  the  prisoner,  to  dischai^ 
iiim  from  custody  under  the  Coiniiiissioner's  warrant.  But  the 
(vhole  spirit  and  scope  of  his  reasoning,  in  the  opinion  delivered 
ay  him  in  the  Supreme  Court,  as  well  as  in  the  one  delivered  by 
lim  at  Chambers,  tend  toward  the  assertion  and  vindication  of 
.his  power.     To  set  the  matter  at  rest,  however,  I  am  antborized 
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by  liitn,  after  full  consultation  on  the  point,  to  state  that  f 
liitt  judgment  of  the  law.  It  is  tlteti  tho  law  of  this  coa 
it  is  tliei'efore  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  the  present  case,  t 
into  tlio  evidence  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  CominL 
rested,  and  which  has  been  certitied  up  to  this  tribunal,  it 
pliance  with  the  writ  dire'.'ted  to  him,  and  to  pass  upon  its ' 
as  well  as  upon  its  competency." 

The  ruling  of  Judge  Sliipman  in  this  case  contradict' 
doctrine  established  by  the  previously  cited  cases,  as  to  the 
to  which  a  conrt  could,  in  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding,  revi 
action  of  a  Oouimissioner  in  an  extradition  ease. 

Judge  Btatchford,  in  In  re  Stupp,  12  Blatch.  501,  sul 
the  question  to  a  careful  and  elaborate  examination,  and  a 
a  conclusion  which  he  expressed  as  follows : 

"  The  conrt  issuing  the  writ  mnst  inquire  and  adjndgo  w 
the  Commissioner  acquired  jnriBdietion  of  the  matter,  I 
forming  to  the  requirements  of  the  treaty  and  the  8 
whether  he  exceeded  liie  jurisdidiion  ;  and  whether  he  K 
legal  or  competent  evidence  of  facte  before  him,  on  wl 
exercise  a  judgment  as  to  the  criminality  of  the  accused, 
snch  court  is  not  to  inquire  whether  the  legal  evidence  ( 
before  the  Commissioner  was  sulScient  or  insiifHcient  to  v 
his  conclusion.  Kor,  if  there  was  legal  and  competent  a\ 
of  facts  before  the  Commissioner,  for  him  to  consider  in  t 
up  his  decision  as  to  the  criminality  of  the  accused,  is  the 
on  habeas  corpus^  to  hold  the  proceedings  illegal  and  to  dif 
the  prisoner  because  some  other  evidence  was  introduced 
was  not  legal  or  competent,  bnt  was  held  to  be  so  by  thi 
missiuner  and  was  considered  by  him  on  the  qnestion  of  i 
because  the  court,  on  a  consideration  of  all  the  evidence 
the  Commissioner  considered,  would  Iiave  corao  to  a  differe: 
elusion,  or  hecanae  the  court,  on  aji  exclusion  of  such  of  t 
dence  as  it  may  think  was  not  legal  or  competent,  wonld 
on  tiie  rest  of  the  evidence,  to  a  different  conclusion  of  t 
from  that  at  which  the  Commissioner  arrived.  In  other 
the  proper  inquiry  is  to  be  limited  to  ascertaining  whetl 
Commissioner  had  jurisdiction,  and  did  not  exceed  bis  ji 
tion,  and  had  before  him  legal  and  competent  evidence  o 
whereon  to  pass  jiidginetit  as  to  the  fact  of  criminality,  a: 
not  arbitranly  commit  the  accused  for  surrender,  witUoi 
legal  evidence," 

Judge  Blatchford  referred  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Lat 
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fall  168,  and  the  cases  there  cited,  in  eiipiKirt  of  these  principles 
i  to  the  jurisdiction  to  be  exercised  on  iKiheag  corpxia. 

Judge  Jobnaoii,  in  In  re  Vandervclpen,  14  Blatch.  137,  held 
iftt  where  an  extradition  case,  under  a  treaty,  is  broaght  before 

United  States  CoininissioDer,  it  is  his  judicial  duty  to  judge  of 
le  effect  of  the  evidence,  and  no  other  jndicial  officer  has  any 
ower  to  review  his  action  thereon.  The  same  view  was  Iield  in 
1  re  Wieyand,  14  Blatcli.  370;  also  in  In  re  Wakl,  15  id. 
J4;  in  y™  re  Fowler,  18  id.  430;  and  in  In  re  Wadge,  16  Fed. 
ep.  332. 

These  cases  settle  the  question  that  the  decision  of  a  United 
ates  Commiseionor,  in  an  extradition  caae,  on  the  merits  of  that 
£0,  with  legal  and  competent  evidence  of  facts  before  him,  is 
>t  open  to  review  in  a  proceeding  on  haheas  corptts.  The  law 
akee  him  tiie  jndge  as  to  what  the  evidence  proves  in  respect 

the  criminality  of  the  accused,  as  really  and  as  fully  as  it  wonid 
ake  the  Chief  Jnstiee  of  the  United  States  stich  a  judge  if  ho 
sre  sitting  as  an  examining  magistrate.  There  is  no  power  to 
view  the  judgment,  iu  either  case,  except  in  the  President  of 
e  United  States  after  all  the  testimony  has  been  certified  to 
m. 

The  resalt  is  that,  where  a  party  has  been  arrested,  examined 
d,  by  the  examining  magistrate,  committed  for  extradition,  and 

his  remedies,  whether  byawritof  habeas  corptia  or  certiorari, 

by  both  in  conjunction,  have  been  exhausted  without  his  dis- 
arge,  the  case  is  judicially  finished.  Nothing  then  remains  but 
B  action  of  the  President,  in  tlie  exercise  of  the  power  conferred 

liim  by  the  treaty  or  by  (he  law,  or  by  both. 

8.  The  Theory  6f  the  Law.— The  tJieory  of  the  law  ia  to 
nbine.  in  all  cases  of  extradition  from  the  United  States,  two 
;tilict  and  independent  functions. 

The  President,  on  the  one  Irnnd,  except  in  cases  arising  under 
^ties  which  authorize  him  to  issue  warrants  for  the  arrest  of 
ifitive  criminuls,  in  order  that  tliey  may  bo  brought  before 
1  proper  judicial  tribunals,  has  no  power  to  issue  such  warrants, 
to  conduct  the  preliminary  examination  of  the  accnsed  party, 
de<-ido  in  the  first  instance  npon  the  rjnestion  of  his  criminality. 
icsG  are  judicial  functions,  and  over  thcni  the  President  lias  no 
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control.  {Calders''  Case,  8  Op.  Att.-Gen.  91.)  He  ear 
iio  delivery  of  the  alleged  fugitive  until  the  proper  niagistr 
considered  and  acted  npon  the  case  ;  and  this  is  a  restrain 
his  power,  as  well  ae  a  guide  to  its  proper  exercise. 

The  judicial  power,  on  the  other  hand,  when  it  decides  t 
case  is  a  suitable  one  for  extradition,  can  neither  order  \ 
livery  nor  bind  the  action  of  the  President  by  its  judgmen 
may  or  may  not,  for  reasons  of  whicli  he  is  the  sole  jndge, 
tliat  judgment.  lie  is  not  merely  a  niiiiisterial  officer 
executive  function  of  delivery,  after  the  judicial  action,  i 
the  testimony  connected  therewith,  has  been  certified  to  ti 
retary  of  State,  carries  witli  it  the  power  of  reviewing 
proceedings  in  the  case  and  passing  an  independent  jndgmei 
tlieir  correctness.  The  President  acts  upon  his  own  judgi 
dctcrtnining  wlietlicr  lie  will  issue  a  warrant  for  the  surre 
the  ]Wirty  committed. 

TItis  distribution  of  the  l^al  functions  to  be  perTorm 
tween  the  executive  and  judicial  departments  of  thoGovei 
while  making  the  former  auxiliary  to  the  latter,  secures 
Bi-cuscd  party  a  high  degree  of  certainty  that  he  will  be  sum 
to  a  foreign  Government  only  when  all  tlie  necessary  coi 
are  present.  Tho  judiciary  cannot  surrender  him,  and  thi 
dent  cannot  do  it  until  the  judiciary  iias  decided  that  tl 
is  a  proper  one  for  delivery,  and  even  then  he  may  rev 
i-eject  that  decision.  It  is  difficult  to  see  bow  the  la< 
furnish  a  more  complete  protection  against  abuses  of  th* 
dition  power,  especially  when  we  add  that  the  writ  of 
corpus,  as  a  means  of  testing  the  legality  of  the  proceed 
always  available  to  the  accused  party,  if  sought  before  hu 
removal  from  the  country. 


THE  CABB  OF  TULLY. 


CHAPTER  XIS. 


THE  CABE8  OF  TULLY  AND  ENO. 


Both  of  these  cases  are  of  recent  occurrence  —  the  one  being 
)nBidered  and  determined  in  tliis  coiiutry,  and  the  other  in  Can- 
la.  No  report  has  as  yet  been  given  of  either  case,  except 
icli  as  may  be  found  in  tlie  ordinary  secular  newspaper.  Relying 
fion  this  source  of  information,  and  desiring  to  incorporate  the 
ibstance  of  both  cases  in  the  present  treatise,  nearly  the  whole 
'  the  firet  Part  of  which  is  already  printed,  the  anthor  judges  it 
[pedient  to  add  these  oases  as  a  supplementary  chapter  to  Fart  I. 

1.  The  Case  or  Tally.  —  This  case  was  considered,  in  the  first 
stance,  by  United  States  Commissioner  Shields,  of  the  city  of 
ew  York,  who  issued  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  Tully,  as  a 
[gitive  from  justice,  on  the  charge  of  forgery  prefen-ed  against 
ra  by  the  Pi'CBton  Banking  Company  of  Preston  in  England. 
orgery  is  one  of  the  crimes  specified  as  an  extradition  offense  in 
e  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842  between  the  United  States 
id  Great  Britain ;  and  hence,  upon  the  supposition  that  this 
large  was,  established  by  sufficient  evidence,  and  that  a  demand 
'  Great  Britain  for  tlie  delivery  of  the  accused  had  been  made, 

would  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  United 
ates  to  make  ihe  delivery, 

The  question  before  Commissioner  Shields  was,  whether  the 
oof  establiahed  the  charge  of  forgery  with  sufficient  certainty 

justify  the  commitment  of  the  party  for  trial  if  the  oSenae  had 
eu  committed  in  this  country.  Answering  this  question  in  the 
Srmative,  after  a  preliminary  examination,  he  issued  a  warrant 
r  the  commitment  of  Tully,  to  await  the  action  of  the  executive 
tliorities  at  Washington,  This  was  done  in  pnrsnance  of  sec- 
m  5270  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 
Tully  then  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the  District 
)nrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
ork ;  and  Jndge  Brown,  upon  the  hearing  of  tlie  case,  dis- 
arged  him  from  custody,  on  the  ground  that  the  acts  set  forth  in 
e  charge  and  shown  by  the  proof  did  not,  according  to  Englisli 
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law,  as  construed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  England,  in  tl 
of  Windsor,  whicli  was  essentially  parallel  to  that  of  Ttill; 
Btitiite  the  crime  of  forgery  This  he  regarded  as  concluei 
the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  case.  The  offense  proind< 
in  the  treaty  is  forgery,  and  the  charge  against  Tiilly  was  I 
forgery  ;  but  the  acta  set  forth  in  the  charge  were  not,  aco 
to  the  Englisli  decision  referred  to,  forgery  by  English  la' 
this  was  Bufflcieiit  to  entitle  Tiilly  to  a  discharge. 

Judge  Brown,  in  giving  his  decision,  said  that  it  liad  been  t 
torn  of  the  Preston  Bank  to  make  advances  of  money  on  « 
to  Railton  Sons  &  leedham,  of  Manchester ;  that  Tully 
general  authority  from  tlie  bank  to  draw  checks  npon  its 
in  reducing  their  balances  ;  and  that  the  practice  on  doing 
for  Tully  to  fill  out  a  printed  memorandum  termed  a  "  blu( 
showing  the  amount  drawn,  and  from  whom,  and  how  tl 
eeeds  were  disposed  of.     lie  then  proceeded  to  say ; 

The  complaint  charges  and  the  pi-oof  shows  that  TuH; 
three  occasions  drew  checks  upon  the  bank's  (^nts,  recei^ 
money  from  them,  rendering  to  the  bank  blue  slips,  credit! 
drafts  to  the  agents,  and  directing  the  debit  of  the  amoi 
certain  customers  of  the  Ijank.  The  proof  warrants  the 
ence,  however,  that  the  money  was  appropriated  by  Tully 
own  use  and  in^'ested  with  the  persons  against  whom 
charged.  Three  transactions  of  this  kind  are  mentioned 
complaint,  all  similar,  one  of  which  is  as  follows  :  On  the 
October,  1882,  Tully  drew  a  check  upon  the  Manchester  ai 
ford  Bank  {limited)  for  £1,000,  payable  to  self  or  bearer, 
TJie  Preston  Banking  Company,  G.  T.  Tully,  Sub- Mana^r 
drawee  was  one  of  uie  agents  of  the  Preston  Bank.  Tu 
ceived  the  money  in  person,  and  on  tlie  1th  of  November  1 
IDS  rendeiml  the  accouutant's  bureau  of  the  Preston  Bai 
following  blue  slip : 

Pbeston,  4  — 11  —  1 
The  Preston  Banking  Co. 
Debit  investment  acc't,  to  Railtons' 

ci'edit.     M.  &  S.  IJauk,  Man.    do. 
£1,000  'P.' 

In  October,  1883,  Tully  absconded.  On  examination  < 
iHXtks  and  accounts  several  leaves  of  the  investment  ledgei 
found  missing,  and  Railtons'  account  was  missing.  Evi 
from  the  UaOtons  shows  that  no  sncli  money  was  recei\ 
them. 
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The  complaint  cbai^es  forgery  in  respect  to  the  drafta,  and 
also  in  regard  to  tlie  blue  alipB,  in  attering  a  certain  written  in- 
Btmment  purporting  to  be  an  acconntable  receipt,  dated  on  the 
4lh  November,  1883,  for  the  anrn  of  £1,000,  purporting  to  be  in- 
vested with  Railton  Sons  &  leedham. 

The  CommisBioner  held  that  the  crime  of  forgery  was  not  made 
out  in  respect  to  the  checks  or  drafts  upon  winch  the  money  was 
procured  by  TuUy,  but  has  held  the  prisoner  foi  forgery  on  the 
ground  that  the  blue  slipe  were  accountable  receipts.  The  blue 
slips  were  nothing  moro  tnan  a  mere  direction  to  ci'edit  the  agent 
and  charge  Railton,  although  it  contained  by  implication  a  repre- 
sentation of  the  inveatment  of  the  amount  named  with  the  Kail- 
tons.  That  would  not  have  constituted  forgery,  but  merely  a 
false  representation  in  writing.  It  could  only  become  forgery  by 
virtue  of  some  quality  of  evidence  which  it  might  poBBibly  ac- 
quire in  Tolly's  favor  under  the  usage  and  pi-actice  of  the  bank 
tending  to  acquit  him  for  the  money  which  lie  had  drawn  from 
the  agent. 

For  the  purposes  of  tliia  hearing,  however,  on  a  claim  of  ex- 
;radition  by  the  British  Government,  I  am  precluded  from  passing 
]pon  this  as  an  original  question,  inasmuch  as  in  a  case  identical 
ivith  the  present,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  all  essential  particulars,  the 
Zlourt  of  Appeals  in  England  has  held  this  offente  not  to  be  for- 
gery. I  refer  to  the  case  of  Charles  "Windsor,  who,  in  1869,  was 
irrested  in  London  on  the  charge  of  forgery  upon  a  mercantile 
)ank  in  this  city,  in  making  false  and  fraudulent  entries  in  the 
nx>ks  of  the  bank.  There  has  been  no  change  in  the  laws  or 
tatutes  of  either  country,  so  far  as  I  know,  since  this  decree. 

It  is  immaterial  what  my  own  judgment  might  be —  whether 
s  an  original  question,  the  case  of  Windsor  or  that  of  Tnlly 
onstitutes  forgery  at  common  law,  so  long  as  the  point  has  been 
.djudicated  to  the  contrary  in  England,  in  whose  belialf  the  ex- 
radition  is  here  sought,  Tbeblueelipsin  this  case  cannot  by  any 
lossibility  have  a  greater  efEect  than  fully's  own  entries  in  the 
looks  of  the  bank,  according  to  the  usages  of  the  bank,  would 
ave  had.  It  is  only,  as  some  possible  evidence  in  Tully's  favor, 
liat  such  entries  on  these  blue  slips  as  the  equivalent  of  such  cu- 
ries could  be  any  thing  different  from  what  they  purport  to  be. 
?he  attention  of  the  English  Court  of  Appeals  being  called  to 
iiJB  point,  they  deliberately  overruled  it  as  insufficient.  This  ad- 
^dlcation  must  be  deemed  to  be  the  settled  law  of  England  antil 
1  some  way  modified  or  reversed,  and  I  have  not  found  any  con- 
-ary  or  inconsistent  adjudication.  Wliile  the  definitions  of  for- 
ery  there  given  are  in  some  i-espects,  I  think,  too  limited,  the 
Lse  of  Windsor  as  an  authority  determines  tlie  English  law  as 
igarda  foi^ry  in  this  particular.  By  tliat  adjudication  Tnlly 
>»ild  not  be  convicted  or  lawfully  charged  with  the  o&nse  of 
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foi^ry  in  respect  to  the  transactioiiB  here  complained  of, 
would  evidently  be  improper  to  order  his  extradition 
chftrge  which  the  law  of  that  ooantry  declaree  cannot  be 
tained  as  constitatiDg  forgery  under  the  treaty.      (Kev 

Judge  Brown,  it  will  be  perceived,  does  not  rest  his  i 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  offense  of  Tnlly  is  not  a  i 
at  common  law,  although  he  says  that  his  action  in  con: 
with  the  *'  blue  elips  "  is  not  forgery,  but  *'  merely  a  false 
Bentation  in  writing."  It  was,  however,  sufficient  for  his  j 
that  in  a  proposed  extradition  to  England,  the  acts  of  Tu 
not  constitute  forgery  by  the  laws  of  that  country,  as  coi 
in  the  Windsor  case. 

The  Judge  did  not  directly  pass  upon  the  question,  ii 
if  these  acts  had  by  the  English  statnte  constituted  the  cr 
forgery,  he  would  have  accepted  this  as  conclusive  that  Tu 
guilty  of  the  forgery  known  to  the  common  law  of  t1 
countries  when  the  treaty  was  made.  It  was  not,  accorc 
the  view  he  took  of  the  case,  necessary  to  decide  this  poi; 
said :  "  It  is  immaterial  what  my  onn  judgment  mij 
whether,  as  an  orignal  question,  the  case  of  Windsor  or  t 
Tuily  constitutes  forgery  at  common  law,  so  long  as  the 
has  been  adjudicated  to  the  contrary  in  England,  in 
behalf  the  extradition  is  here  sought." 

Charles  Windsor,who8e  case  is  thus  referred  to  by  Judge  J 
was  the  paying  teller  of  the  Mercantile  Bank  in  the  city  < 
York.  He  embezzled  more  than  two  hundred  thousand 
of  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and  concealed  the  deficiency  by  ! 
of  false  entries  in  the  books  of  the  bank.  He  was  indictee 
a  etatute  of  the  State  of  New  York  for  foi^r^ry  in  tin 
degree,  and  having  fied  to  England,  his  extradition  was  dcE 
by  the  Govei-nmeut  of  the  United  States  under  the  treaty  o 
The  acts  of  Windsor,  which  were  simply  acts  of  embezzl 
were,  imder  the  New  York  statute,  claimed  to  be  forgery 
third  de^^ree,  and  this  raised  that  question  whether  that  stati 
rectly  defined  the  foi^ry  that  was  meant  in  the  extraditioi] 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain.  Thisqnesti 
answered  in  the  negative  by  the  English  Court  of  Q 
Bench. 
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Lord  Chief  Jnetice  Coleridge  eaid  in  ibis  case :  "  We  must 
asBuine  that  the  terms  need  by  the  parties  to  this  treaty,  especially 
as  they  were  parties  speaking  the  same  language,  and  with  laws 
BO  alike,  were  used  in  the  sense  which  they  bear  in  our  own  law 
and  in  the  law  of  the  United  States,  and  not  in  that  which  they 
have  in  any  particular  State  of  the  Union.  We  must  take  the 
term  'forgery'  in  tlio  Extradition  Act  to  mean  that  which  by  uni- 
versal acceptation  it  is  understood  to  mean,  namely,  the  making 
or  altering  a  writing  so  as  to  make  the  writing  or  alteration  pur- 
port to  be  the  act  of  some  other  person,  which  it  is  not.'  " 

The  treaty  uses  the  term  "  forgery,"  hut  does  not  define  it,  and 
the  assumptiou  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  is  that  the  treaty  sense 
of  the  term,  as  understood  and  meant  by  both  parties  when  using 
it,  is  that  of  the  common  law,  and  that  neither  party  can  by  a 
local  statute  so  enlarge  the  sense  aa  to  make  it  embrace  other  acts, 
and  then  claim  extradition  for  these  other  acts  on  the  basis  of  snch 
statutory  enlargement.  Both  parties  are  bound,  and  only  bound, 
by  the  treaty  in  the  sense  attached  to  its  terms  when  the  ti-eaty 
was  made. 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  rule  of 
construction,  and  under  it  Lord  Chief  Justice  Coleridge  held  in 
:lie  case  of  Windsor  that  the  accused  party  could  not  under  the 
reaty  of  1842,  be  extradited  from  one  country  to  the  other,  for  the 
ronclufiive  reason  that  the  acts  charged  and  shown  did  not  bring 
he  ease  within  the  provisions  of  the  treaty.  Any  other  rule  of 
construction  would  permit  either  Government  indefinitely  to  en- 
«rge  the  list  of  extradition  crimes,  by  simply  enlarging  the  mean- 
rig  of  the  terms  by  which  these  crimes  are  designated.  This  is 
nauifeetly  not  allowable. 

The  statutes  of  New  York  State  specify  three  degrees  of  bnrg- 
u-y,  the  first  of  whicli  is  the  common-law  offense  of  burglaiy. 
udge  Faucher,  in  Lagrave's  Case,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  333, 
ltd  that  the  burglary  meant  in  the  extradition  treaty  of  1843 
'ith  France,  "refers  to  the  common-law  oBenee  of  burglary," 
ud  that  the  treaty  made  no  provision  "  for  the  demand  and  ex- 
■adition  of  a  fugitive  for  our  statutory  offense  of  burglary  in  the 
lird  degree."  The  crime  charged  against  Lagravo  was  simply 
iirglary  in  the  third  degree  by  a  local  statute  of  Kew  York,  and 
yt  the  burglary,  as  the  Judge  held,  intended  in  the  treaty  ;  and 
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on  tluB  ground  he  regarded  tlie  extradition  proceedings  ii 
ease  as  being  "  unauthorized  and  illegal."  The  crime  set 
in  these  proceedings  was  not  the  one  specified  in  the  treaty 
tile  ;nere  fact  that  Lagrave  had  been  actually  extradited  di 
change  the  character  of  the  proceedings.  This  case,  in  the 
ciplfl  involved,  is  identical  with  the  cases  of  Windsor  and  ' 

3.  The  Case  of  Gno.  —  Eno,  who  was  the  President  ( 
Second  National  Bank  of  Mew  York  city,  had  been  gui 
enibezzling  the  funds  of  the  bank  to  a  targe  amonnt,  wh: 
was  acting  as  its  President.  Upon  the  discovery  of  this  fa 
at  once  fied  to  Canada.  After  his  flight  indictnients  were 
against  him  in  the  city  of  New  York,  three  of  them  beic 
forgery  in  the  third  degree,  and  the  fourth  for  forgery  i 
second  degree,  under  the  Penal  Code  of  the  State  of  New 

Eno  was  arrested  in  Quebec  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  i 
view  to  his  extradition  to  the  United  States  under  the  trc 
1842  with  Great  Britain.  Upon  the  final  hearing  of  his  a 
fore  Judge  Caron,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  and  also  the 
ments  wei'e  introduced,  as  the  means  of  proving  the  char^  s 
him,  and  on  that  basis  securing  his  extradition.  Judge  • 
iiowever,  i-ogarded  the  case  as  not  coming  within  the  pro^ 
of  the  treaty,  and  discharged  the  prisoner  from  the  arreel 
delivered  a  lengthy  opinion  upon  the  question,  an  abstract 
leading  points  of  which,  as  given  in  the  New  York  Timet 
13,  1884,  is  as  follows: 

He  reviewed  the  history  of  the  case  briefly,  and  then  e 
at  once  into  the  cliarges  formulated  against  Eno  for  which 
tradition  was  demanded.  He  went  into  the  evidence  addi 
the  case,  that  of  Mr.  Adams,  the  Assistant  District  Attom« 
had  explained  the  law  of  New  York  concemiiig  forgery,  ai 
of  the  bank  officers  and  public  accountant,  who  had  prov 
false  entries  in  the  Clearing  House  book  and  the  defalcati 
the  accused.  Itespocting  the  stress  laid  by  the  pix>secntioi 
the  use  of  fictitious  names  in  Eno^s  liandwriting  in  the  b 
the  bank  book  as  recipients  of  alleged  loans,  he  quoted  ( 
Roberts'  testimony  that  it  was  usual  to  evade  the  law  res] 
national  banks  in  this  manner,  and  that  the  same  was  d< 
Eno's  predecessor  in  the  bank.  He  devoted  a  very  long 
the  question  of  foreign  indictments  by  Clraud  Jnries,  anoTi 
the  pretension  of  the  prosecution  that  they  were  adioiai 


evidence  in  cases  of  extradition,  holding  that  they  conld  not  be 
classed  as  depoeitiooB  such  as  are  required  by  the  terms  of  the  ex-' 
tradition  treaty.  They  were  not  sworn  statements  of  facts  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  Junes,  but  accnsations  or  declarations  of  gnilt 
which  required  to  be  investi^ted  by  the  presiding  Judge,  In 
snpport  of  this  stand,  Judge  Caron  quoted  at  great  length  from 
leading  authorities,  inclading  Cliief-Juaticea  of  both  Ontario  and 
Quebec. 

In  regard  to  the  ninety-five-thoiisand-dolhir  check,  which,  it 
was  alleged,  had  been  forged  by  the  prisoner  in  having  been 
signed  by  him  as  President  of  the  bank  after  he  had  ceased  to  be 
President,  his  Honor  spoke  at  great  length.  He  minutely  ana- 
lyzed the  evidence  given  nnder  this  head,  showing  by  the  honrat  ■ 
which  the  meeting  of  Directors  was  held  when  Eio's  resignation 
was  offered  and  by  the  time  at  which  the  check  in  qncstion  was 
deposited  in  the  Union  National  Bant  that  it  innst  have  been 
signed  and  issned  by  the  accused  dnring  office  honrs  on  the  day 
on  which  lie  resigned  his  Presidency  late  in  the  evening.  More- 
over, the  Cashier,  Mr.  Roberts,  had  deposed  that  he  had  no  doubt 
it  all  in  his  mind  that  the  chect  in  question  was  signed  by  Eno, 
while  holding  the  office  of  President  of  the  bank. 

'I'hc  Judge  treated  veiy  fully  of  both  the  law  and  practice  in 
extradition  matters,  quoting  from  Judge  Brown's  decision  in  the 
Pully  case  and  speaking  of  nis  support  of  the  doctrine  enunciated 
II  the  Windsor  case,  that  the  crimes  to  be  affected  by  the  extra- 
]ition  treaty  must  be  construed  by  the  laws  which  designated 
hem  at  the  time  the  treaty  was  formed.  The  extradition  treaty 
X'quired  that  before  a  fugitive  could  be  handed  over  to  the  de- 
iiiinding  power,  there  must  be  adduced  such  evidence  as  would 
ustify  his  apprelieiision  and  trial  for  the  alleged  offense  if  com- 
nitted  in  the  surrendering  country.  His  Honor  pas^d  to  an 
Jaborate  dissertation  on  the  crime  of  forgerj-,  quoting  a  lai%e 
lumber  of  deGnitions.  He  leaned  to  such  as  defined  it  as  the 
also  making  of  an  instrument,  intended  to  prejudice  public  or 
>rivate  rights,  bnt  he  held  that  a  lie  did  not  become  a  forgery  be- 
anse  it  was  reduced  to  writing.  With  what  the  laws  of  New 
""ork  constituted  forgery  he  liad  nothing  to  do.  At  ail  events, 
iti  check  complained  of  was  scarcely  forgery,  even  by  the  laws 
f  New  York,  since  the  bank  paid  the  check,  which  it  need  not 
■Ave  done  liad  it  been  a  forgery.  It  was  what  it  purported  to  be. 
Neither  was  there  any  evidence,  the  Judge  continued,  that  Euo 
ad  altered  any  documents  or  papers  signed  by  others,  or  so  made 
-  sifted  papers  or  documents  as  to  inak6  tliem  appear  to  be  the 
ork  of  others.  He  referred  again  at  very  great  length  to  the 
iilJy  case,  ai;gning  that  the  prosecution  conld^not  blame  him  for 
tving  taken  the  same  interpretation  of  British  law  m  dealing 
itli  an  American  citizen  on  British  soil  as  had  been  laid  down 
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by  Judge  Brown,  nn  American  Judge,  in  tlie  case  of  a 
subject  on  American  territory.  He  referred  to  the  abase 
contidence  reposed  in  him  by  the  atnuaed,  but  said  it  was 
duty  tu  pass  judgment  upon  that.  His  duty  was  as  stem 
flexible  as  the  law,  but  after  the  authorities  he  had  quol 
definition  of  forgery  in  the  Windsor  and  the  TuUy  cases,  i 
close  study  wliich  he  had  made  of  the  record,  he  was  coi 
to  declare  that  he  found  nothing  to  justify  the  extradition 
accused  and  mn&t  order  his  disclurge  from  custody 

Tlie  main  (Mint  in  this  deliverance  is  the  fact  that  the 
charged  in  the  indictments  against  £no,  and  sought  to  be 
by  the  evidence,  did  not,  so  far  as  the  proof  went,  constitt 
offense  of  forgery,  in  the  sense  of  the  treaty  of  1843  b 
tlie  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  which  sense  Judge 
understood  to  be  that  of  the  common  law  at  the  time  the 
was  made.  No  such  offense,  as  he  held,  had  been  provf 
hence  there  was  no  snfticient  reason,  under  the  provisions 
treaty,  or  under  the  laws  of  Canada,  to  detain  Eno  for  extr 
to  the  United  States. 

The  definition  of  forgery,  given  by  a  local  statute  of  tli 
of  New  York,  was  treated  as  a  matter  of  no  consequence 
lation  to  the  question  before  the  court.  That  statute  cot 
change  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  forgery,"  as  used  in  tlie 
and  this  term  Judge  Caron  understood  to  mean  the  for; 
the  common  law,  which  was  not  really  charged  in  the  indict 
and  was  not  shown  by  the  evidence. 

Another  point  of  some  interest  in  respect  to  extraditio 
sidered  by  Judge  Caron,  was  whether  indictments  fooD 
foreign  country  against  a  party  sought  to  be  extntditei 
Canada,  under  the  treaty  of  1842  between  the  United  Stai 
Great  Britain,  were  to  bo  deemed  evidence  of  the  tratb 
charge  or  charges  made  in  such  indictments.  Jndge 
answered  this  question  in  the  negative,  and  as  reported 
New  York  Tribu7ie,  July  13,  1884,  he  spoke  as  follows 
point: 

Because  the  Grand  Jnry  of  New  York  were  of  opinion  < 
that  the  prisoner  should  submit  to  trial  before  a  petit  jury, 
ing  to  tlie  laws  of  the  United  States,  aro  we  to  conclude  tl 
would  justify  his  commitment  here?  The  evidence  mi 
be  submitted  according  to  the  laws  of  Canada,  and  no  pro 
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ide  of  thoee  laws  can  be  admitted.  What  proof  was  made  before 
lie  Grand  Jury  of  New  Tork  ?  Tbe  iodictinent  did  not  inform 
B  oD  tliat  point.  Were  the  court  to  admit  the  indictment  ae 
rima  facts  proof  of  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  tlie  right  wliich 
ur  statute  gives  him  oT  proving  he  had  not  committed  a 
rime  rendering  him  liable  to  extradition  would  be  illusory, 
low  could  he  in  that  case,  for  instance,  prove  that  the  witnesses 
card  before  the  Grand  Jury  in  New  York  were  not 
rustwortliy  t  How  could  he  prove  the  contrary  of  the  facts 
lid  before  the  Grand  Jury  of  New  York  if  a  copy  of  the 
idtttmcnt  were  alone  sufficient  to  commit  him.  Act  33  Yict., 
iiapter  30,  which  states  that  an  indictment  found  by  a  Grand 
ury  is  sufficient  for  a  commitment,  refers  only  to  the  Canadian 
nd  not  to  the  foreign  Grand  Juries.  In  the  Brown  case  Judges 
rait  and  Osier  took  this  view,  that  a  foreign  indictment  was  not 
ifficient,  ettlier  according  to  the  treaty  or  to  any  act  of  Parlia- 
lent  passed  since.  Tiiat  indictment  was  simply  a  charge  by  a 
udy  of  persons  of  whose  constitution  or  power  we  know  noth- 
ig,  and  of  the  evidence  before  whom  we  are  equally  ignorant, 
he  tenth  article  of  tbe  Ashburton  treaty  provides  that  the  prisoner 
lay  be  brought  before  a  Judge,  who  will  hear  and  weigh  the 
ridence  of  his  guilt.  If  he  were  to  take  an  indictment  as  snffi- 
ent,  how  couldf  he  examine  and  weigh  the  evidence  I  He  would 
lil  in  the  very  first  of  his  duties. 

Tlie  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britun  provides  that  the  evi- 
ince  in  support  of  the  alleged  criminality  of  tbe  accused  shall 
}  eiicli  "as  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive 
■  person  so  chained  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehen- 
on  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  had  there  been  com- 
itted."  The  question  as  to  what  tbe  evidence  shall  be  for 
e  purpose  of  extradition,  must  hence  be  determined  by  the 
WB  of  the  country  from  which  it  is  sought  to  remove  the  accused 
irty.    The  treaty  does  not  specify  the  nature  of  this  evidence 

determine  whether  it  shall  be  oral  or  documentary,  or  both. 

leaves  these  points  to  be  determined  by  &e  law  of  the  place 
liere  the  fugitive  is  found.  Be  the  evidence  what  it  may,  as 
fctled  by  law,  if  enfficient  to  justify  the  apprehension  and  eom- 
itment  of  the  party  for  trial  on  the  supposition  that  the 
*ense  liad  been  committed  in  that  place,  theu  it  will  be  sufficient 
r  his  extradition. 

Judge  Caron  holds  that  an  indictment  in  the  United  States, 
3  ugh  Buflicient  to  justify  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  indicted 
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j>arty  if  found  there,  is  not,  in  Canada,  snch  eridence  of  t1 
of  the  party  as  would  justify  hh  detention  for  aiirrender 
gitive  criminal.  It  is  siniplj  an  accusation  made,  upon  i 
evidence,  by  a  graud  jury  in  the  United  States,  and  does 
any  means,  prove  itself,  or  standing  by  itself,  lay  any  gro 
the  Burreader  of  the  accused.  It  may  inform  the  Canac 
thorities  as  to  the  nature  of  the  crime  ;  but  it  is  not  proof 
crime.  It  is  simply  the  conclusion  of  the  grand  jury,  : 
ewom  evidence  given  upon  t/ieir  knowledge  of  the  facts. 
The  fourteenth  section  of  the  English  Extradition  Act  c 
which  is  the  law  in  Canada  on  this  sub<ect,  provides  as  f 

"  Depositions  or  statements  on  oath,  taken  in  a  foreigi 
and  copies  of  such  original  depositions  or  statements,  and 
certificates  of  or  jndicial  documents  stating  the  fact  of  con 
may,  if  duly  autheuticated,  be  received  in  evidence  of  proc 
under  this  Act." 

This  manifestly  does  not  include  indictments  or  copie 
dictments  found  in  "a  foreign  State."  They  are  not  " 
tions  6r  statements  on  oath  "  taken  in  that  State,  and  are  m 
of  their  own  allegations.  If  not  supplemented  and  susta 
the  proper  proof,  they  furnish  no  Irasis  whatever  for  ext 
from  any  part  of  the  BritisU  domiuions.  The  ruling  oJ 
Caron,  in  opposition  to  the  claim  that  the  indictment 
against  Eno  in  this  country  should  be  received  as  eviden 
cient  to  detain  him  for  extradition,  was  clearly  accordmg 

The  effort  to  get  Eno  back  into  this  coimtry,  under  the 
of  charging  him  with  forgery,  was  virtually  an  attempt  to 
the  Canadian  authorities  in  the  application  of  the  treaty  < 
What  and  all  that  he  had  done,  as  the  evidence  show 
to  misappropriate  the  funds  of  the  Second  National  Banl 
city  of  New  York,  of  which  bank  he  was  President,  au 
fnnda  he  had  in  bis  lawful  custody,  seeking  to  conceal  th« 
means  of  falsification  of  the  accounts  of  the  bank.  This, 
possibly  forgery  in  one  or  more  of  the  lower  degrees  est 
by  the  local  statute  of  the  State  of  New  York,  is  not  fo 
the  sense  of  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britato,  aoy  m 
.it  is  arson  or  burglary. 


If  the  OoTemment  of  the  Doited  States  and  that  of  Great  Brit- 
ain desire  to  extradite  fugitive  crimiaals  from  the  territoriee  of 
each  other  for  the  crime  of  embezzlement,  or  for  any  other  crime 
not  enamerated  in  the  treaty  of  1S42,  the  proper  coiiree  is  to  revise 
the  existing  treaty  on  this  anbject,  or  what  wonld  be  better,  to 
make  a  new  treaty.  The  cases  of  Eno  and  Tally,  as  well  as  that 
of  Windsor  in  1869,  ought  to  put  an  end  to  all  further  attempts, 
in  either  country,  to  extradite,  under  the  present  treaty,  persons 
on  the  chai^  of  foigery,  when  their  real  offense  is  simply  that 
of  embezzlement. 


PART  11. 


.mTERSTATE  EXTRADITION. 


CHAPTER  I. 


THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  PROVISION. 


1.  Colonial  Extradition. — The  eighth  article  of  the  Con- 
federation of  the  Colonies  of  New  England,  foraied  in  1643,  con- 
tained a  stipulation  by  which  the  plantations  under  the  Govern- 
ment of  Massachusetts,  the  plantation  under  the  Government  of 
New  Plymouth,  the  plantations  under  the  Government  of  Con- 
necticut and  the  Government  of  New  Haven,  with  the  planta- 
tions in  combination  therewith,  mutually  pledged  themselves  to 
each  other  that  — 

"  Upon  the  escape  of  any  prisoner  or  fugitive  for  any  criminal 
cause,  whether  by  breaking  prison,  or  getting  from  the  officer,  or 
otherwise  escaping,  upon  tne  certificate  of  two  magistrates  of  the 
jnrisdiction  out  of  which  the  escape  was  made  that  he  was  a  pris- 
oner or  such  an  offender  at  the  time  of  the  escape,  the  magistrate  or 
60Uie  of  them  of  the  jurisdiction  where,  for  the  present,  the  said 
prisoner  or  fugitive  abideth,  sliall  forthwith  grant  such  warrant  as 
the  case  will  bear,  for  the  apprehending  of  any  such  person,  and 
the  delivery  of  him  into  the  hands  of  the  officer  or  other  person 
-who  pursueth  him ;  and  if  there  be  help  required  for  the  safe 
returning  of  any  such  offender,  then  it  shall  be  granted  unto  him 
tliat  craves  the  same,  he  paying  the  charges  thereof."  {Keritucky 
yr.  DeimUon^  24  How.  66, 101 ;  and  Winthrop's  Hist.  Mass.,  vol. 
3,  pp.  121,  126.) 

The  necessity  for  this  early  compact  grew  out  of  the  fact  that 
tl^e  Colonies  of  New  England  were  contiguous  to  each  other,  and 
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that  criminals  migbt  easily  flee  from  the  one  to  the  other,  i 
to  escape  paaishment  for  their  offenses.  The  jurisdiction 
Colony  was  confined  to  its  own  territory,  and  cocld  not 
criminal  who  had  escaped  to  the  territory  of  another  Cole 
less  he  was  brought  back  to  the  jurisdiction  from  which 
fled.  To  secure  this  result  an  extradition  compact  betwet 
Colonies  was  formed,  alike  in  the  interests  of  public  josti 
for  mutual  protection. 

This  compact  was  comprehensive  in  its  scope  and  samr 
its  action .  It  applied  to  all  crimes  without  any  limits 
qaaliflcation.  It  was  enough,  for  the  purpose  of  his  extr 
that  the  party  sought  was  a  "prisoner"  who  had  escapt 
"  fugitive  for  any  criminal  cause,"  whether  tlie  escape  w 
breaking  prison,  or  getting  from  the  oflicer"  who  had 
custody,  "  or  otiierwise  escaping.''  This  fact,  in  any  of  it 
brought  him  within  the  terms  of  the  compact. 

So,  also,  it  was  enough  that  "two  ma^trates  of  the  j 
tion  out  of  which  the  escape  was  made  "  certifled  to  the  f 
the  party  "  was  a  prisoner  or  such  an  offender  at  the  tinw 
escape."  This  certificate  made  it  the  duty  of  "theraagis 
some  of  them,  of  the  jurisdiction  where,  for  the  present, 
prisoner  or  fugitive  abideth,"  forthwith  to  issue  a  warran' 
arrest  and  delivery  to  the  officer  or  person  pursuing  birr 
certificate  was  legal  evidence  as  to  the  facts  which  it  recit 
upon  this  basis  prompt  and  snmmary  action  was  to  be  t 
the  case. 

New  articles  of  Confederation  were  formed  betwee 
Colonies  in  1670 ;  and  this  compact  was  continued,  with 
gle  modification  that  the  certificate  of  one  magistrate,  in 
two,  should  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  extradition,  (i: 
Law  Review,  p.  188 ;  Mass.  Eec,  vol.  4,  pt.  2,  pp.  471,  i't 

2.  Extradition  under  the  Articles  of  Confederatloi 

Articles  of  Confederation,  proposed  by  Congress  in  11 
subsequently  adopted  by  the  legislatures  of  the  several 
under  which  these  States  assumed  the  title  of  "  The  Unite 
of  America,"  and  by  which  they  agreed  to  form  a  "  P( 
Union,"  and  entered  into  "  a  firm  league  of  friendship  w 
other,"  contained,  in  the  fourth  article,  the  following  p 
on  the  subject  of  extradition  : 
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"  If  any  person  guilty  of,  or  charged  with,  treason,  felony,  or 
other  high  misdemeanor  in  any  State,  shall  flee  from  justice  and 
be  found  in  any  of  the  United  States,  he  shall,  upon  tne  demand 
of  the  Governor  or  executive  power  of  the  State  from  which  he 
fled,  be  delivered  up  and  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction 
of  his  offense/' 

This  provision  operated  in  and  upon  all  the  thirteen  States  that 
adopted  the  Articles  of  Confederation.  It  made  the  extradition  of 
fugitive  criminals  one  of  the  principles  of  their  "Perpetual 
Union  "  and  "  firm  league  of  friendship."  The  same  object  was 
had  in  view  that  led  to  the  extradition  compact  of  1643  between 
the  Colonies  of  New  England,  and  the  same  necessity  existed  for 
•the  provision.  These  States  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  territories 
of  each  other ;  and,  hence,  if  a  criminal  escaped  from  the  territory 
of  one  State  to  that  of  another,  the  only  way  in  which  he  could 
be  reached  by  the  arm  of  justice  was  by  the  process  of  extra- 
dition. 

The  crimes  specified  for  which  extradition  might  be  had  from 
one  State  to  another,  were  "treason,  felony,  or  other  high  mis- 
demeanor." Any  person  "  guilty  of,  or  charged  with,"  any  one 
or  more  of  these  crimes  "  in  any  State,"  who  had  fled  "  from 
justice,"  that  is,  from  the  justice  of  the  State  in  which  the  crime 
-was  committed  or  charged,  and  who  was  "  found  in  any  of  the 
United  States,"  other  than  the  State  making  the  charge,  was  to 
**  be  delivered  up  and  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of 
his  offense."  This  was  to  be  done  "  upon  the  demand  of  the  Gov- 
ernor or  executive  power  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled." 

It  is  evident,  upon  the  face  of  this  provision,  that  the  respective 
States  themselves  were  expected  to  carry  it  into  effect.  It  was  a 
compact  of  good  faith  and  friendship  between  them,  and  for  its 
execution  depended  entirely  upon  the  exercise  of  their  powers. 
7he  Congress  of  the  Confederation  had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and 
no  power  to  exercise  in  regard  to  it. 

The  provision  contained  no  statement  as  to  the  specific  method 
or  agency  by  which,  or  as  to  the  evidence  upon  which,  the  fugitive 
criminal,  "  upon  the  demand  of  the  Grovemor  or  executive  power 
of  the  State  from  which  he  fled,"  was  to  ^^  be  delivered  up  and 
x-emoved  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  his  offense."  The 
<iuty  of  such  delivery,  upon  the  specified  demand,  was  made  im- 
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perative.  But  the  manner  and  agency  of  its  perfonnai 
left  to  be  determined  by  the  State  to  which  the  fugitive 
in  which  he  was  found,  and  to  which  the  demand  was  ai 
The  provision  hence  needed  to  be  supplemented  by  b 
action ;  and  it  was  undoubtedly  contemplated  that  thi 
States  would  bo  legislate  on  the  subject  &£  to  make  the  ] 
effective  for  the  purpose  intended.  In  no  other  way  c 
end  be  gained. 

3.  Extradition  under  the  Constitution.— The  frami 
Constitution  were,  by  no  means,  dealing  with  a  new  idea 
necessity,  when  they  proposed  to  incorporate  the  prii 
inter-State  extradition  into  that  instrument.  They  ha 
them  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  and  wei'e  acquain 
the  provision  made  in  the  compact  of  1643  between  the 
of  New  England. 

The  General  Government  int«nded  to  be  formed  n 
Constitution  would  not  so  change  the  relations  of  the  I 
each  other  or  bo  merge  their  powers  in  those  of  this  Gov 
as  to  impair  their  distinct  and  separate  independence, 
an  absolutely  consolidated  government  in  which  the  Stat 
in  practical  effect,  be  reduced  to  tlie  condition  of  mere  ui 
ities.  No  such  theory  was  entertained  by  those  who  drs 
Constitution.  Their  plan  was  that  the  States  should  sti 
States,  each  with  a  defined  territory,  and  each  with  a  local 
ment  of  its  owu  operating  therein.  The  necessity  for  in 
extradition,  as  the  means  of  public  justice,  would  also  re 

The  draft  of  the  Constitution,  proposed  to  the  Fede 
vention  on  the  28th  of  May,  1787,  by  Mr.  Charles  Pine 
South  Carolina,  contained  in  its  twentieth  article,  the  f 
provision  relating  to  such  extradition : 

"  Any  person  charged  with  crimes  in  any  State,  fleei 
justice  to  another  slial),  on  demand  of  the  Executiv* 
State  from  which  he  fled,  bo  delivered  up  and  removo 
State  having  juiisdiction  of  the  offense."     (3  Mad.  Pape 

This  altered  the  phraseology  of  the  provision  as  oont 
the  Articles  of  Confederation,  omitting  the  words  "gu 
and  substituting  the  word  "  crimes,"  for  the  words  " 
felony,  or  other  high  misdemeanor."     The  word  "  crimeE 
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a  comprehensive  and  generic  term,  was  evidently  intended  to  in  • 
elude  all  offenses  committed  by  alleged  fugitives  against  the  laws 
of  the  State  from  which  they  had  fled. 

A  still  briefer  provision  is  that  found  in  the  sixth  section  of 
the  ninth  article  of  the  draft  of  a  Constitution  proposed  by  Alex- 
ander Hamilton,  which  read  as  follows : 

'^  Fugitives  from  justice  from  one  State,  who  shall  be  found  in 
another,  shall  be  delivered  up  on  application  of  the  State  from 
which  they  fled."     (5  EUiott^s  Debates,  689.) 

Here  is  no  formal  statement  of  any  crii^,  as  the  ground  of  the 
application  and  the  obligation  of  delivery,  and  yet  the  term 
**'  justice,"  and  the  fact  that  the  party  spoken  of  is  referred  to  as  a 
fugitive  therefrom,  clearly  imply  that  crime  was  meant  to  be  the 
occasion  for  the  application  and  the  delivery. 

The  Committee  of  Detail,  on  the  6th  of  August,  1787,  reported 
the  draft  of  a  Constitution  to  the  Federal  Convention,  the  fifteenth 
article  of  which  read  as  follows  : 

'^  Any  person  charged  with  treason,  f  elony,or  high  misdemeanor 
in  any  State,  who  shall  flee  from  justice,  and  shSl  be  found  in 
any  other  State,  shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  power  of  the 
State  from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  and  removed  to  the 
State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense."    (2  Mad.  Papers,  1240.) 

This  language  was  largely  borrowed  from  that  used  in  the 
Articles  of  Confederation,  and  is  nearly  identical  with  it. 
The  Federal  Convention,  on  the  28th  of  August,  1787,  took  up 
tlie  provision,  as  thus  reported  for  consideration,  struck  out  the 
words  "  high  misdemeanor,"  and  substituted  therefor  the  words 
*^  other  crime,"  as  Mr.  Madison  says,  "in  order  to  comprehend 
all  proper  cases,"  and  because  it  was  "  doubtful  whether  '  high 
misdemeanor'  had  not  a  technical  meaning  too  limited.'"  (2 
Mad.  Papers,  1447.)  The  phrase  "  high  misdemeanor  "  is  ambig- 
uous, and  if  it  had  been  adopted,  would  have  left  a  wide  margin 
for  doubtful  construction  as  to  offenses  coming  within  its  mean- 
ing. 

The  provision,  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Style,  on  the 
11th  of  September,  1787,  read  as  follows: 
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"  A  person  diarged  iii  any  State  with  treason,  felony 
other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  jastice,  and  be  foand  in 
State,  shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  tl 
from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  and  removed  to  tl 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."     (3  Mad.  Papers,  155t 

This  differs  in  the  language  used  from  the  form  of  1 
vision  as  reported  by  the  Committee  of  Detail.  The  fin 
which  the  provision  assumed  when,  ou  the  17tb  of  Sep 
1787,  the  draft  of  the  Constitution  was  completed  and 
signed  by  the  members  of  the  Convention,  is  the  foUowii 

"  A  person  charged  ,in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  < 
crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice,  and  be  found  in  anotht 
shall  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  tlie  Sta 
which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  Su 
ing  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."     (3  Mad.  Papers,  1620.) 

The  only  difference  in  this  form  from  that  reported 
Committee  on  Style,  is  that  the  words  "  to  be  remov 
substituted  for  the  words  "  and  removed,"  The  provisio 
form  was  made  a  part  of  the  second  section  of  the  fonrtl 
of  the  Constitntiou,  and  as  such,  was  submitted  to  the  pei 
by  them  adopted. 

Such  in  brief  is  the  history  of  this  constitutional  prov 
connection  with  the  Federal  Convention.  There  does  not  a 
have  been  any  doubt  in  the  Convention  as  to  the  prop 
the  provision,  or  any  diflierence  of  opinion  as  to  the  en 
gained.  The  only  qnestioa  that  seems  to  have  elicited  : 
cussion  related  to  the  precise  language  in  which  the  p 
should  be  couched,  and  as  to  this  point,  the  Madison  Pape 
a  single  exception,  simply  give  the  result  attained. 

4.  Analysisof  the  ProTlsioD.— This  provision  of  the  C 
tion  contains,  iu  a  germinal  form,  the  elements  of  all  the 
the  judicial  decisions,  and  all  the  practice  which,  iu  relati< 
inter-State  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  since  the  a 
of  the  Constitution,  rests  upon  its  authority.  It  may 
then  in  this  stage  of  the  inquiry,  to  subject  the  langns 
brief  analysis  of  its  import  as  follows : 

(1.)  The  Term  "  Person."  —  The  terra  "  person,"  as  h( 
means  any  human  being  belonging  to  either  sex,  and  of  e 
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and  mental  capacity  as  to  be  legally  answerable  for  his  or  her  con- 
duct,  whether  a  citizen  or  not,  of  whom  the  recitals  descriptive 
of  such  person  hold  true.  These  recitals  show  very  clearly  that 
irresponsible  infants,  lanatics,  and  idiots,  though  persons,  are  not 
included  in  the  phrase  "  a  person,"  as  here  employed.  Such  per- 
sons are  not  legally  capable  of  committing  a  crime,  and  are  not 
dealt  with  as  offenders  against  the  laws  of  civil  society.  The 
provision  has  no  application  to  tliem. 

(2.)  The  Charge.  —  The  person,  here  designated,  is  described 
as  "a  person  charged."  The  word  " charged,"  occurring  as  it 
does  in  a  constitutional  provision  to  regulate  the  action  of  civil 
society,  is  undoubtedly  used  in  the  limited  and  technical  sense  of 
being  legally  charged  or  accused  —  that  is  to  say,  charged  or  ac- 
cused in  some  way  known  to  and  recognized  by  law,  and  charged 
as  the  result  of  some  form  of  investigation  provided  for  by  law. 
It  cannot  mean  less  than  this.  Mere  rumor,  or  hear-say  talk,  or 
newspaper  clamor  cannot  constitute  a  charge  in  this  sense.  The 
charge  must  have  a  legal  character,  according  to  the  well-under- 
stood usage  and  practice  of  the  American  people,  and  must  exist 
under  the  sanction  of  law.  The  precise  form  of  making  the 
charge  is  not  stated  ;  yet  its  legal  character  is  necessarily  implied. 

(3.)  The  Place  of  the  Charge.  —  The  place  where  the  charge 
is  made  is  in  some  '^  State "  of  the  Union.     The  provision  uses 
the  words  *'  in  any  State,"  as  fixing  the  locaUty  of  the  charge, 
meaning  thereby  some  one  of  the  States  of  the  United  States. 
This  implies  that  the  pei*son  charged  was,  at  the  time  of  doing 
the  thing  or  things  imputed  to  him  by  the  charge,  actually  in  the 
State  in  which  the  charge  is  made,  and,  consequently,  subject  to 
its  jurisdiction,  for  the  time  being  at  least.     If  he  was  not  in  the 
State,  then  he  could  not  in  that  State  do  the  thing  or  things 
alleged  in  the  charge.     No  State  can,  within  the  n^eaning  of  this 
constitutional  provision,  bring  a  legal  charge  against  a  party  who 
lias  never  been  in  that  State,  or  who  was  not  there  at  the  time  of 
tlie  action  charged,  so  as  to  subject  him  to  the  process  of  extra- 
dition. 

37 
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(4.)  The  Crime  charged.  —  The  contents  of  the  chn 
be  "  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,"  committed  (i^ 
authority  of  the  State  in  which  the  accueed  party  is  af 
have  been  at  the  time  of  the  offeoBe.  Tlieee  contents  i 
amined  in  a  subBequent  chajjter.  It  is  sufficient  here  t 
the  words  "  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,"  as  constra' 
courts,  mean  all  acts  that  are  declared  to  be  crimes  by  t] 
the  State  in  wliich  the  acts  are  done.  Tlie  language  i: 
^exclusively  to  criminal  acts,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with 
log  debtors  or  other  fngitives,  unless  they  are  churged  wi 

(5.)  The  Flight  from,  Justice.  —  The  party  thus  chai 
scribed  as  one  "  who  shall  flee  from  justice  "  This  cles 
that  he  flees  from  the  justice  of  the  particular  State  iu 
crime  is  charged  to  have  been  committed,  and  which  bi 
flight  could  have  arrested  him  for  that  offense,  without 
any  other  State.  He  actnally  goes  out  of  the  Stute 
from  its  justice,  and  hence  passed  beyond  its  territorial  ju 
If  he  remuns  in  the  State,  then  he  is  not  a  fugitive  ia 
of  the  provision,  and,  of  course,  the  provision  has  no  a 
to  him.  The  fact  that  he  thus  flees  from  justice,  thong 
of  the  crime  charged,  is,  nevertbolees,  an  essential  ite 
case,  and  is  always  a  question  of  fact  to  be  settled  by  a{ 
evidence. 

(6.)  Foutid  in  another  State.  —  Connected  with  this 
other  fact,  assumed  to  be  the  sequel  thereof ;  and  this  i 
tliat  the  accused  party,  thus  fleeing,  is  "  found  in  anoth 
of  the  Union.  The  ordei-  of  facts  is  as  follows  :  Th' 
party  leaves  the  State  in  which  he  is  chatted  with  th< 
eion  of  crime,  as  the  means  of  escaping  from  the  justic 
State,  and  takes  up  his  abode,  either  temporarily  or  pen 
in  another  State,  and,  because  he  does  so,  is  found  ther 
be  found  there.  He  goes  there  and  remains  there,  at 
the  time  being,  in  order  to  evade  the  pursuit  of  jus 
while  there,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  against  wbosi 
is  charged  with  an  offense,  cannot  operate  directly  u] 
That  State  cannot  arrest  and  try  him  in  another  State, 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  PBOYISION.  391 

get  him  back  within  its  own  jurisdiction  before  it  can  penally 
deal  with  hiin. 

(7.)  The  Demand.  —  These  being  the  facts  in  a  particular  case, 
provision  is  then  made  for  a  demand  for  the  fugitive  criminal, 
Ljr  "  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled." 
This  executive  authority  is  vested  in  tl\e  Governor  of  the  State ; 
and  whether  a  demand  shall  be  made  or  not  is  a  question  for 
such  authority  to  determine.  The  Constitution  does  not  declare 
the  demand  to  be  a  duty  in  any  case.  It  does  not  command  it  to 
be  made.  If  made,  then  it  must  be  made  by  the  specified  au- 
thority, and  on  the  basis  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  constitu* 
tional  provision.  No  other  authority  can  make  the  demand,  and 
no  authority  can  make  it  on  any  other  basis  than  the  one  stated. 
The  demand  must,  of  course,  be  addressed  to  some  competent 
antliority  operative  in  the  State  to  which  the  fugitive  has  fled,  and 
in  wliich  he  is  found.  The  provision  itself  does  not  specify  this 
authority,  but  leaves  it  to  be  otherwise  determined. 

(8.)  The  Delivery.  —  The  demand  being  made  on  the  basis  of 
the  facts  specified,  and  these  facts  being  legally  ascertained  to 
exist,  then  the  delivery  of  the  accused  party  to  the  authority  of 
the  State  thus  demanding  him  of  the  proper  authority  of  the 
State  to  which  he  has  fled,  and  in  which  he  is  found,  is  made  an 
imperative  duty.  The  Constitution  says  that  he  "  sJiaUy^  on  such 
demand,  "  be  delivered  up."  The  duty  of  the  delivery,  in  the 
presence  of  the  conditions  named,  is  absolute,  and  must  be  per- 
formed, or  the  Constitution  will  be  violated.  The  question 
\vhether  these  conditions  exist  in  a  given  case,  must,  of  course,  be 
affirmatively  settled ;  but  when  they  are  thus  settled,  the  obliga- 
tion imposed  by  the  Constitution  must  be  obeyed. 

To  deliver  up  the  accused  party,  as  required,  is  forcibly  to 
seize  him  and  take  him  into  custody,  and  thus  make  him  a  pris- 
oner, and  tlien  transfer  him  to  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  demand- 
ing State  authorized  to  receive  him  and  carry  him  back  to  the 
State  from  which  he  fled.  The  arrest  and  delivery  are  to  be 
made  in  the  State  to  which  he  fled,  and  in  which  he  is  found. 
He  must  be  there  apprehended  and  held  for  the  purpose  in  ques- 
tion ;  and  the  State  demanding  him  cannot  do  this,  since  no  State 
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can  lawfully  exercise  its  povrer  of  arrest  vithin  the  terri 
another  State. 

The  Constitution,  as  already  remarked,  does  not  bpec 
authority  by  which  the  party  sliall  be  arrested  and  then 
ered  up."  Such  arrest  and  delivery  must,  however,  ha  t 
by  some  competent  authority ;  and  this  can  be  f  ui-nialied  t 
Some  law  operating  in  tl^e  State  to  which  tlie  party  has  i 
which  ho  is  found,  and  of  which  he  is  demanded.  Tl 
must  be  enacted  by  Congress,  or  by  the  State  itself;  and,  ii 
event,  the  arrest  and  delivery  can  be  made  only  under  tli 
tion  of  law.  The  Constitution  evidently  conteinplated 
legal  authority  should  and  would  be  furnished  for  the  dt 
what  it  expressly  says  shall  be  done,  although  it  docs  not  i 
specify  that  authority.  It  plainly  did  not  intend  tliat  th< 
ery  should  be  by  the  process  of  kidnapping. 

(9.)  I^  TtemowU.  —  The  declared  purpose  of  the  arn 
delivery  is  that  the  party  may  *'  be  removed  to  the  State 
jiu-isdiction  of  the  crime."  The  term  "State,"  as  hen 
undoubtedly  means  the  State  iu  which  the  crime  was  clmi 
Lave  been  committed,  from  which  the  party  is  alleged  ! 
fled,  and  by  whose  executive  authority  he  has  been  deu 
It  means  the  charging  and  demanding  State.  That  State 
only  State  that,  by  the  showing  of  tlie  case,  has  "  jiirisdi< 
tlie  crime"  in  question.  It  cannot,  however,  practically  f 
this  jurisdiction,  so  as  to  put  the  party  on  trial,  and  if  oori 
punish  him,  until  it  gets  possession  of  hie  body.  The  ol 
the  arrest  and  delivery  provided  for  is  to  secure  tliis  posi 

It  deserves  to  be  noticed  that  this  arrest  and  delivei 
nothing  to  do  with  the  case  beyond  the  attaiiimont  of  thiao 
The  delivering  State  does  not  undertake  to  transport  the  f 
"to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."  It  simi 
livers  him  up  to  that  State  by  placing  him  in  the  custody  < 
officer  or  agent  thereof  authorized  to  receive  Itim,  and  cai 
as  a  prisoner  to  the  place  of  his  trial.  Whatever  else 
done  is  to  be  dune  in  and  by  the  State  that  lias  thus  obtair 
eesaion  of  the  fugitive  criminal. 

"  The  crime,"  as  here  referred  to,  is  the  specific  offense,  < 
against  the  party  as  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  deii 
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State,  whicli  was  the  basis  of  the  demand,  which  was  set  forth  in 
the  papers  that  contained  the  charge,  and  for  which,  upon  the 
showing  of  these  papers,  the  delivery  was  made.     It  is  ^^the 
crime"  thus  ascertained,   coming  within  the  *' jurisdiction "  of 
the  demanding  State,  and  forming  the  subject-matter  of  the  extrar 
dition  proceeding,  that   the  Constitution  has  in  view  when  it 
declares  that  the  accused  party  shall  ^'  be  delivered  up,  to  be  re- 
moved to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crinio."    The  de- 
livery is'  not  on  the  ground  of  general  criminality,  or  for  any 
criminality,  other  than  that  which  is  specified  in  the  charge  of 
crime.     It  is  for  this  crime,  and  this  only,  that  the  Constitution 
reqnires  the  delivery  to  be  made ;  and  this  more  than  suggests 
that  the  custody  thus  obtained  should  be  confined  to  the  single 
purpose  of  dealing  with  the  offender  for  this  crime,  and  should 
not  be  used  for  any  other  pui-pose. 

5.  The  Provision  of  the  Goustitntion  not  Self-Executing. — 

Some  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  are  of  such  a  character 
that  they  require  no  legislation  to  make  them  operative.     They 
operate  of  themselves,  without  the  aid  of  legislation.     Otlier  pro- 
visions demand  legislation  in  order  to  carry  them  into  effect. 
They  imply  upon  their  very  face  the  necessity  of  such  legislation. 
The  provision  relating  to  the  inter- State  extradition  of  fugitive 
criminals  is  evidently  of  the  latter  character.     It  contains  no 
statement  as  to  tlie  manner  in  which  the  charge  of  crime  shall  be 
made,  or  as  to  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  the  fact  that  the 
party  accused  and  demanded  has  actually  fled  from  justice,  or  as 
to  the  specific  authority  u}x>n  which  the  demand  shall  be  made, 
and  which  must  be  exercised  in  ordering  the  arrest  and  making 
the  delivery  of  the  fugitive  criminal.     These  are  vital  points  in 
the  process  and  practice  of  inter-State  extradition ;  and  yet  they 
are   not  in  express  terms  settled  by  the  Constitution.     Hence 
H^rises  the  necessity  for  legislative  action,  in  order  to  carry  the  ex- 
tradition provision  of  that  instrument  into  effect. 

'  The  Constitution  creates  an  absolute  riglit  in  the  case  which  it 
specifies,  and,  when  that  case  exists,  it  imposes  an  absolute  duty. 
The  right,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  duty,  on  the  other,  are  alike 
a.  pai^  of  the  fundamental  law  of  the  land,  operative  in  every 
State  and  u|x>u  every  State.     The  Supreme  Court  of  California, 
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in  The  Matter  ofHomaine,  33  Cal.  585,  Biiid :  "  This  i 
being  a  part  of  the  enprene  law  of  the  land,  it  is  a  pai 
law  of  each  State ;  aud  State  ofHcers,  whose  duty  it  ie  tt 
cate  and  execute  the  lawB,  are  governed  by  it  the  aame  aa 
other  law  in  force." 

The  provision  is  to  be  carried  into  effect  so  as,  on  the  o 
to  secure  the  right  which  it  creates,  and,  on  the  other  han< 
the  performance  of  the  duty  whicli  it  imposes ;  and  so  far 
lation  is  necessary  to  this  end,  such  l^slation  is  a  dut; 
gress,  as  will  be  shown  in  the  next  chapter,  has  legislatei 
sabject.  If  it  had  not  done  eo,  it  would  clearly  he  tlie 
each  State  to  supply  the  requisite  legislation  for  the  deliv 
of  fugitive  criminals  when  demanded  by  other  States  in  ao 
with  the  provision  of  the  Constitution ;  and  it  is  as  cl< 
duty  of  each  State  not  so  to  legislate  as  to  interfere  with 
per  execntion  of  this  provision,  or  with  the  law  of  Con, 
acted  to  make  it  operative.  All  such  State  legislation  \i 
unconstitutioual  aod  void. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

THE  LEOISLATIOSr  OF  00NGBE8S. 

1.  The  Occasion  of  this  Legislation.—  The  special  circum- 
stances which  led  Congress  to  enact  a  law  for  the  execution  of 
the  extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution  are  fully  set  forth 
by  Mr.  J.  T.  Hoague  in  a  lengthy  article  published  in  the  Ameri- 
can Law  BevieWj  vol.  13,  pp.  181-243.  The  substance  of  this 
statement  is  the  following : 

Governor  Mifflin,  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1790,  addressed  a  com- 
munication  to  Governor  Beverly  Randolph,  of  Virginia,  in  which 
he  represented  that  three  persons,  then  in  Virginia,  had  kidnap- 
ped a  free  negro  in  Pennsylvania,  and  sold  him  into  slavery  in 
Virginia,  and  requested  their  surrender  that  they  might  be  tried 
and  punished  therefor  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania.  He 
accompanied  the  request  with  a  memorial  address  to  him  by  The 
Society  for  the  Promotion  of  the  Abolition  of  Slavery,  giving  a 
history  of  the  case,  and  also  with  the  copy  of  an  indictment 
found  against  these  parties,  certified  by  the  prothonotary  of  the 
court  in  which  the  indictment  was  found. 

Governor  Randolph,  under  the  advice  of  the  Attorney-General 
of  Virginia,  to  whom  the  papers  were  referred  for  an  opinion  as 
to  their  character,  declined  to  comply  with  the  request. 

The  ground  taken  by  the  Attorney-General  of  Virginia  was 
that  the  act  charged  was  not  a  crime  in  Virginia,  ^'  similar  in 
character  to  treason  and  felony,"  but  "o?ily  a  trespass  or  a  breach 
of  the  peace,"  and  was  not  included  in  the  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  the  further  ground  that  there  could  be  no  surren- 
der of  fugitive  criminals  under  the  Constitution,  until  the  pro- 
vision should  be  supplemented  by  legislation,  defining  the  manner 
of  carrying  it  into  eflfect. 

Governor  Mifflin  then  sent  all  the  papers  to  President  Wash- 
ington, including  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  of  Virginia. 
These  papers  were  referred  tu  Mr.  Edmund  Randolph,  the 
Attorney-General  of  the  United  States,  who  prepared  a  careful 
and  lengthy  opinion  upon  the  whole  subject     The  President 
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tlien  Biibmitted  the  wliole  matter  to  CongreBs  for  aach 
it  eliould  deem  appropriate.  The  result  waa  that  Cougro 
a  bill,  which,  being  Approved  by  the  President  on  the 
Febniaiy,  1793,  became  a  law.  (1  U.  8.  Stats,  at  Large 
Such,  in  brief,  are  the  circnmBtanees  which  led  Co 
enact  a  lawfor  carrying  into  effect  the  provision  of  the  Coi 
relating  to  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals. 

8.  The  Act  of  February  12,  1793.  — The  first  an 
sections  of  this  act  provided  as  follows: 

"Sec  1.  That  whenever  the  execntive  authority  of  J 
in  the  Union,  or  of  eitlier  of  the  Territories  North-west 
of  the  Kiver  Ohio,  shall  demand  any  person  as  a  fugil 
justice,  of  the  executive  authoi-ity  of  any  snch  State  or 
to  which  such  persou  shall  have  tied  and  sliall  more 
duce  a  copy  or  an  indictment  tbund,  or  an  affida 
before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory  as 
charging  the  penH)n  so  demanded  with  having  o 
treaaoii.  felony,  or  other  crime,  certified  as  authenti 
Governor  or  Chief  M^istrate  of  the  State  or  Territ 
whence  the  person  so  chained  fled,  it  shall  be  the  da 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  wluch 
son  shall  have  fled,  to  cause  him  or  her  to  be  arrested  an 
and  notice  of  the  arrest  to  be  given  to  the  execntive 
making  such  demand,  or  to  the  agent  of  such  authority  I 
to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be 
to  such  agent  when  he  sliall  appear.  But  if  no  such  sf 
appear  within  six  mouths  from  the  time  of  the  arrest,  thi 
may  be  discharged.  And  all  costs  or  expenses  iucurre 
apprehending,  securing,  and  transmitting  saeh  fugitiv 
State  or  Territory  making  snob  demand  sliall  be  paid 
State  or  Territory." 

"  Sec  9.  That  any  aijent,  appointed  as  aforesaid,  wht 
ceive  the  fugitive  into  his  custody,  shall  be  empowered 
port  him  or  her  to  the  State  or  Territory  from  which 
shall  have  fied.  And  If  any  person  or  fwrsons  shall  bj 
at  liberty  or  rescue  the  fugitive  from  such  ^nt  while  t 
ing,  as  aforesaid,  the  person  or  persons  so  offending  shal 
viction,  bo  fined  not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  ai 
prisoned  not  exceeding  one  year." 

The  other  sections  of  the  act,  relating  to  the  capture  a 
of  fugitive  slaves,  have  been  repealed  by  Congress,  and, 
adoption  of  the  Thirteenth  Amendment  to  the  Consti 
the  LTnited  States,  could  have  no  practical  operation  in  thi 
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3.  Rerised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. —  The  first  and 
second  sections  of  the  Act  of  February  12,  1793,  are,  with  sliglit 
modifications,  reproduced  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  and,  as  thus  reproduced,  read  as  follows : 

"  Sec.  6278.  "Whenever  the  executive  authority  of  any  State 
or  Territory  demands  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  of 
the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  which  such 
person  has  fled,  and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found  or 
an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory, 
charging  the  person  demanded  with  having  committed  treason, 
felony,  or  other  crime,  certified  as  authentic  by  the  Governor  or 
Chief  Magistrate  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  whence  the  per- 
son so  charged  has  fled,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  aii- 
tliority  of  tne  State  or  Territory  to  which  such  person  has  fled  to 
cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  secured,  and  to  cause  notice  of  the 
arrest  to  be  given  to  the  executive  authority  making  such  demand, 
or  to  the  agent  of  such  authority  appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive, 
and  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  delivered  to  such  agent  when  he 
shall  appear.  If  no  such  agent  appears  within  six  months  from 
tlie  time  ot  the  arrest,  the  prisoner  may  be  discharged.  All  costs 
or  expenses  incurred  in  the  apprehending,  securing,  and  transmit- 
ting such  fugitive  to  the  State  or  Territory  making  such  demand, 
shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  Territory." 

"  Sec.  5379.  Any  agent  so  appointed  who  receives  the  fugitive 
into  his  custody  shall  be  empowered  to  transport  him  to  the  State 
or  Territory  from  which  he  has  fled.  And  every  person  who,  by 
force,  sets  at  liberty  or  rescues  the  fugitive  from  such  agent  while 
80  transporting  him,  shall  be  fined  not  moi*e  than  five  hundred 
dollars,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year." 

4.  General  Observations.  —  These  two  sections  constitute  the 
whole  law  of  Congress  on  the  subject  to  which  they  refer.  Their 
object  is  to  carry  into  effect  the  extradition  provision  of  the 
Constitution.  Each  particular  in  these  sections,  as  also  in  the 
constitutional  provision,  will  be  considered  in  the  ensuing  chap- 
ters  of  this  part.  The  following  general  observations  will  be 
sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this  chapter : 

The  Constitution,  as  remarked  in  the  previous  chapter,  does  not 
define  the  word  "  charged,"  or  tell  how  the  charge  of  crime  shall 
be  made  and  authenticated.  The  law  of  Congress,  however,  pro- 
vides that  the  charge  must  be  made  in  the  form  of  "  an  indict- 

38 
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ment  found  or  an  affidavit  made  before  a  ma^strate  of  a 
or  Territory,"  in  whicli  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  Ix 
initted,  aud  that  "  a  copy  "  of  snch  indictment  or  afBdavi 
tified  aa  anthentic  by  tlie  Governor  or  Chief  Magistrate 
Statu  or  Territory  from  wlience  the  pei-son  bo  cliRrged  hi 
shall  accompany  the  demand  for  the  delivery  of  the  party 
Tliis  copy  of  the  indictnieDt  or  affidavit,  certified  as  prcsc 
the  legal  evidence  of  the  crime,  both  as  to  the  fact  of  its 
sion  and  as  to  its  nattire. 

The  charge  of  the  crime,  in  one  or  tlie  other  of  the  wa 
fied,  isacondition  precedent  to  any  action  on  the  snliject  by 
ciitivo  anthority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  thedt 
addressed.  This  charge  is  not  originally  made  by  the  dei 
executive  anthority.  The  fonn  of  malting  it  is  tliat  of  a 
ment  found  by  a  grand  jury  or  a  complaint  under  oath 
Competent  magistrate.  The  mere  demand  for  the  ar 
delivery  of  an  alleged  fugitive,  without  tlie  charge  of  crii 
m  the  manner  stated,  and  withont  the  evidence  of  such 
as  specified  in  the  laiv,  has  no  legal  efficacy  wliatevcr,  ai: 
creates  no  obligation  of  delivery.  This  demand,  in  ordi 
effective,  must  be  accompanied  with  the  requisite  conditi 

The  Constitution,  while  specifying  "the  execntive  s 
of  the  State  from  which "  the  party  had  "fled,"  as  tin 
authority  to  make  the  demand  for  his  surrender,  con 
pi-ovision  in  respect  to  the  authority  to  which  the  dema 
be  addressed,  and  upon  which  shall  devolve  the  doty  of 
the  fugitive  criminal  to  be  "delivered  up,  to  be  remove 
State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime,"  The  law  of  ' 
supplies  this  omission;  and  inasmuch  as  the  demand 
fraiu  the  execntive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  frc 
the  party  fled.  Congress  judged  it  expedient  to  impose 
of  delivery,  subject  to  tlie  conditions  specified,  upon  the  < 
authority  of  the  State  or  Territor3'  to  which  he  fled,  and  i 
as  was  assumed,  he  would  be  found.  This  removes  at 
of  tlie  grounds  of  embarrassment  felt  by  G^ovemor  Rar 
Virginia,  when,  in  1790,  he  was  requested  by  Govemo 
of  Pennsylvania  to  deliver  up  three  fugitive  criitiinali 
with  crime  hi  the  latter  State, 
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As  to  the  crime  charged  as  the  ground  of  the-  demand  and  of 
the  obligation  of  delivery,  the  law  follows  the  exact  words  of  tlie 
Constitution,  specifying  "  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,"  without 
any  explanation,  qualification,  or  addition. 

The  law  assnmcs  that,  in  each  case,  an  agent  will  be  appointed 
by  the  demanding  authority  to  receive  the  fugitive  and  transport 
him  to  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  fled  ;  and  this  agent 
it  empowers  to  discharge  this  duty,  and  provides  a  penalty  for 
any  forcible  interference  with  him  while  engaged  in  its  perform- 
ance. The  expenses  of  the  extradition  process  are  to  be  paid  by 
the  State  or  Territory  making  tlie  demand. 

Such  then,  in  general  terms,  is  the  law  enacted  by  Congress  to 
give  efltect  to  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution.  The 
main  thing  done  by  the  law,  in  addition  to  what  appears  in  the 
Constitution,  is  to  assign  the  duty  of  arresting  and  delivering  up 
fugitive  criminals  to  the  Governors  of  States  and  Territories,  and 
to  define  the  manner  in  which  the  charge  of  crime  shall  be  made 
and  authenticated. 

5,  The  Constitutionality  of  the  Law. — The  Act  of  Febniary 
12,  1793,  in  Pri^g  v.  The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania^  16 
Pet.  539,  came  under  the  consideration  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  especially  with  reference  to  the  two  sections 
that  provided  for  the  rendition  of  fugitive  slaves.  The  court,  in 
the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  stated  a  principle 
of  construction  under  which  it  affirmed  the  constitutionality  of 
the  act,  in  application  alike  to  fugitive  criminals  and  fugitive 
slaves.    This  principle  is  as  follows : 

*'  2^0  one  has  ever  supposed  that  Congress  could  constitutionally, 
by  its  legislation,  exercise  powers  or  enact  laws  beyond  the  powers 
delegated  to  it  by  the  Constitution.  But  it  has,  on  various  occa- 
sions, exercised  powers  which  were  necessary  and  proper  as  means 
to  carry  into  effect  rights  expressly  given  and  duties  expressly 
enjoined  thereby.  The  end  being  i-equired,  it  has  been  deemed  a 
just  and  necessary  implication  that  the  means  to  accomplish  it  are 
given  also,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  power  follows  as  a  necessary 
means  to  accomplish  the  end." 

This  was  said  in  answer  to  the  objection  that  power  to  pass  the 
act  in  question  had  not  been  given  to  Congress  by  any  express 
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grant.  The  Constitntion,  for  example,  provides  that  re\ 
tives  in  Congress  sliall  be  apportioned  among  the  Bevera 
according  to  their  respective  numbers,  but  nowhere,  in 
tcriua,  gives  to  OongreBS  the  power  to  maltesuch  an  ap 
ment.  This  power  is,  however,  implied  aa  aeceessry  to 
The  principle  of  conetniction  assumed  is  that  when  the  ( 
tion  specitiee  an  end  to  be  attained,  but  does  not  espreasi 
nate  tlie  agency  or  moans  thereof,  Congress  is,  by  nece» 
plication,  authorized  to  provide  such  agency  or  means  by 
lative  action. 

It  was  on  this  ground  that  the  act  in  question  was  dec 
be  constitutional  in  both  of  its  applications.  Spfeaking 
part  of  the  act  which  relates  to  the  extradition  of  fngitiv 
justice,  Mr.  Justice  Story  said ;  "  From  that  time  [179: 
to  the  present  hour  not  a  doubt  has  been  breathed  o 
const! to tionality  of  this  part  of  the  act,  and  every  executi* 
Union  has  constantly  acted  upon  and  admitted  its  validit 
added : 

"  We  hold  the  act  to  be  clearly  constitutional  in  all  it« 
provisions,  and  indeed,  with  the  exception  of  that  pai 
confers  authority  m)on  State  magistrates,  to  bo  free  froit 

able  doul)t  and  dimcuity  upon  the  grounds  stated.  Ai 
authority  so  conferred  upon  State  magistrates,  while  a  d 
of  opinion  has  existed,  and  may  still  exist  on  the  point,  i 
eiit  titntes,  whether  State  magistrates  are  bound  to  act 
none  is  entertained  by  this  court  that  State  magistrates 
they  choose,  exerdse  that  authority,  unless  pronibited  1 
legislation." 

The  act,  as  Mr.  Justice  Story  remarked,  covers  *'  tfa 
ground  of  the  Constitution,  both  as  to  fugitives  from 
and  fugitive  slaves,"  not  that  it  exhausted  all  the  power 
gross  on  the  subjects  referred  to,  but  that  it  was  such  as  ( 
had  deemed  expedient  for  the  attainment  of  the  ends 
If  State  Governors  should,  by  refusal  to  deliver  up  fagiti 
inals,  defeat  the  operation  of  the  law  it  would  be  compc 
Congress  to  provide  some  other  means  of  attaining  tbeen 
is  implied  iu  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  and  ( 
stated  by  the  court  in  TAe  MatUr  of  Yoorhees,  S  Vroon 

It  must  then  be  assumed,  in  all  our  reasoning  upon  tbt 
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that  the  law  of  Congress  for  the  execntion  of  the  extradition 
provision  of  the  Constitntion  is  within  the  limits  of  the  legislative 
power  of  Congress.  Sach  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  courts, 
both  State  and  Federal,  and  upon  this  assumption  the  Governors 
of  States  have  uniformly  acted. 

The  peculiarity  of  the  law,  that  distinguishes  it  from  the  usual 
legislation  of  Congress,  consists  in  the  fact  that  it  undertakes  on 
this  subject  to  define  the  duty  of  a  State  Governor,  who  is  not  an 
officer  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  does  not  hold  his  office 
and  is  not  elected  to  that  office,  and  cannot  be  removed  from  the 
same,  under  any  laws  which  Congress  has  enacted  or  has  tlie 
power  to  enact.  *  The  Governor  of  a  State  is  purely  a  State  officer 
and  cannot  be  made  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  by  the  legislative  action  of  Congress. 

6.  Power  to  enforce  the  Law.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  Kentucky  v.  Dennisorij  24  How.  66,  held  that 
the  words  "  It  shall  be  the  duty,"  etc.,  as  occurring  in  the  act  of 
Congress  on  this  subject,  are  not  "  mandatory  and  compulsory " 
in  the  sense  of  implying  any  power  m  the  General  Government, 
either  through  the  judiciary  or  any  other  department  of  that  Gov- 
ernment, to  coerce  obedience  to  the  law  or  punish  disobedience, 
when  applied  tothe  Governor  of  a  State,  and  that  tliese  words 
are  simply  declaratory  of  the  "  moral  duty  "  imposed  by  the  Con- 
stitution when  Congress  has  provided  this  mode  of  giving  effect 
to  the  extradition  provision  of  that  instrument.     The  court,  on 
this  ground,  declined  to  issue  a  mandamus  to  Governor  Dennison 
requiring  him  to  comply  with  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of 
Kentucky. 

The  same  doctrine  was  stated  in  Taylor  v.  Taintor^  16  Wall. 
366.  "  If  he  [the  Governor]  refuse,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Swayne. 
**  there  is  no  means  of  compulsion." 

It  necessarily  follows  that  this  law,  conisidered  as  a  rule  to  con- 
trol the  action  of  State  Governors,  is  not  a  law  in  the  sense  of  be- 
ing enforceable  upon  them  by  any  compulsory  agency  which 
Congress  is  authorized  to  establish.  It  is  armed  with  no  penalty 
for  disobedience,  and  no  Federal  court  can  compel  a  State  Gov- 
ernor to  obey  it.     It  confers  an  authority  to  be  exercised,  and 
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for  this  purpose  is  a  law,  without  any  means  of  compel 
exerciae,  or  pnnishing  a  refusal  to  obey  it. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  State  Goveroore  ab 
Btiictlycoinply  with  the  rule  on  this  subject  prescribed  by  C 
Tbat  mle  is  a  part  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  ;  atid  < 
had  the  power  to  establish  it  as  such,  and  thereby  to  squ< 
cific  duty  to  the  office  of  a  State  Governor.  The  object 
rule  is  to  secure  the  proper  execution  of  the  constitutious 
iou  oil  which  it  is  baaed.  There  is  uo  legal  process  by 
member  of  Congress  cau  be  com()eUed  to  obey  and  sup 
Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  and  yet  he  is  not 
bound  by  it  as  the  supreme  civil  rule  of  his  action.  A 
State  Governor,  having  attached  to  his  office  a  specific  d 
valid  law  of  Congress,  is  bound  to  perform  that  duty  a 
to  tlie  reqnii'ements  of  the  law ;  and  tlie  mere  fuct  that  tb 
Federal  agency  that  cau  compel  such  perfonoauce,  oi 
non -performance,  does  not  in  the  slightest  d^ree  impair 
ligation. 

7.  Application  to  Territories.  —  No  express  provisic 
tained  in  the  Constitution  for  auy  extradition  to  or  from 
ritories  of  the  United  States;  and  yet  the  law  of  I 
iuclndes  them,  and,  for  this  purpose,  makes  no  distio 
tweeu  them  and  the  several  States.  The  remedy  in  botL 
precisely  the  same. 

It  was  urged,  in  77te  State  v.  Loper,  Gra.  Decis.,  Pai 
that  this  feature  of  the  law  is  unconstitutional,  since  a  ': 
is  not  a  State,  and  the  latter  only  is  named  iu  the  extradi 
vision  of  the  Constitution.  The  court  declined  to  ex 
opinion  on  the  point,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  deemed  nee 
a  decision  of  the  ease  before  the  court. 

In  TIte  Matter  of  Hoiitaine,  23  Cal.  585,  tlie  court  re 
*'  The  clause  [in  the  Constitution]  applies  only  to  crimh 
ing  from  one  State  to  another,  and  does  not  iu  express  t 
ply  to  those  fleeing  from  a  Territory  to  a  State,  which  is 
now  under  consideration.  The  case  is  not  directly  prov 
by  the  National  Constitution,  and  we  are,  therefore,  com] 
look  elsewhere  for  the  power  to  return  the  parties  bef 
These  parties  had  been  arrested  nnder  a  warrant  issuei 
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Governor  of  California,  upon  a  requisition  made  by  the  Governor 
of  the  Territory  of  Idaho;  and  tlie  court  held  the  arrest  to  be 
legal  under  the  laws  of  that  State. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  Priyg  v.  Tlie  Comrnonwealih  of  Penn- 
sylvania, 16  Pet  539,  said :  "  We  hold  the  act  [of  1793]  to  be 
clearly  constitutional  in  all  its  leading  provisions,  and,  indeed, 
with  the  exception  of  that  part  which  confers  authority  upon 
State  magistrates,  to  be  free  from  reasonable  doubt  and  difficulty 
upon  the  grounds  stated.*'  This  opinion  includes  Territories  as 
well  as  States  within  its  scope. 

Judge  Parker,  in  Ex  parte  Morgan,  20  Fed.  Rep.  298,  ro- 
marked :  ^'  If  Congress  deems  it  a  useful  rule  or  regulation,  re- 
lating to  the  Territories  of  the  Union,  to  extradite  their  fugitive 
criminals,  it  has  the  power  to  pass  such  a  rule,  not,  perhaps,  under 
the  extradition  clause  of  that  instrument  [the  Constitution],  but 
under  the  clause  relating  to  the  Territories ;  and  this  nile  is  bind- 
ing on  the  States,  and  to  be  observed  and  obeyed  by  them.  I 
believe,  therefore,  that  this  part  of  the  act  of  Congress  is  valid, 
and  the  obligation  to  obey  it,  on  the  part  of  the  Governors  of  tiie 
respective  States,  is  as  binding  as  when  the  demand  for  extradi- 
tion is  made  by  the  Governor  of  a  State." 

Congress  has  power,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  Constitution, 
to  make  '^  all  needful  rules  and  regulations "  in  respect  to  the 
Territories  of  the  United  States ;  and  this  obviously  implies  the 
power  to  enact  an  extradition  law  as  between  these  Territories, 
and  as  between  a  State  and  a  Territory  when  the  demand  proceeds 
from  the  former,  if  not  when  it  proceeds  from  the  latter.  The 
spirit  of  the  Constitution,  though  not  its  express  letter,  embraces 
Territories  in  the  extradition  principle.  The  reason  for  extradi- 
tion in  respect  to  States  and  Territories  is  one  and  the  same. 
There  is  no  instance,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  in  which  the  appli- 
cation of  extradition  to  the  Territories  of  the  United  States,  as 
provided  for  by  the  law  of  Congress,  has  been  judicially  declared 
to  be  unconstitutional. 

8.  The  District  of  Colambia.  —  The  act  of  1793  said  nothing 
about  extradition  to  or  from  the  District  of  Columbia ;  and  no 
express  provision  for  such  extradition  is  made  in  the  Constitution. 
This  District  is  not  a  State ;  and  yet  it  is  important  for  the  in- 
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tereeta  of  public  juBtioe  tlittt  criminals,  fleeing  to  or  fro 
District,  should  not  thereby  secure  imuiunitj  from  punifi 
Congress  hy  the  sixth  section  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1 
U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  115),  legislated  ou  this  subject.  Thi 
lation,  as  reproduced  in  section  MS  of  the  Bevised  Stati 
the  United  States  relating  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  n 
follows : 

"  In  all  cases  where  the  laws  of  the  United  State?  provii 
fugitives  fromjuetice  shall  be  delivered  up,  the  Chief  Jui 
the  Supreme  Court  shall  cause  to  be  apprehended  and  delivt 
such  fugitive  from  justice  who  shall  be  found  within  the  C 
in  the  same  manner  and  under  the  same  regulations  as  the 
tive  authority  of  the  several  States  are  required  to  do  by  tl 
visions  of  sections  5278  and  5279,  Title  LXVI,  of  the  I 
Statutes,  Eetradition,  and  all  executive  and  judicial  offic 
required  to  obey  the  lawful  precopts  or  other  process  iasi 
that  purpose,  and  to  aid  and  assist  in  such  deliveiy." 

This  section  provides  for  the  extradition  of  fugitive  cri 
from  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  as  to  the  mannerand  regu 
thereof,  adopts  the  laws  applicable  in  cases  of  interstate  < 
tion,  with  the  exception  that  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Si 
Court  of  the  District  is  to  cause  the  party  to  be  apprehend 
delivered  up.  Any  State  or  Territory  may  therefore,  bj 
pliancQ  with  the  laws  of  the  United  Statesonthissubject,  |: 
the  extradition  of  a  fugitive  criminal  from  this  District. 

There  can  Im  no  doubt  about  the  power  of  CongrcBs  1 
legislate,  since  the  Constitution  gives  to  it  the  power  of  " 
fiive  legislation  "  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Dow  then  does  the  case  stand  where  the  offense  is  com: 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  offender  flees  to  soint 
or  Territory  within  the  United  Statesi  In  such  a  case  the  c 
is  against  the  latrs  of  the  United  States,  and  if  the  of 
be  found  without  the  District,  can  he  be  bronght  back  the 
trial  and  punishment ! 

Judge  Dillon,  in  Inre  Buell,  3  Dill.  116,  held  that  ' 
criminal  offense,  committed  within  the  District  of  Cotumbi 
offender,  if  found  beyond  the  District,  may  be  removed 
District  for  trial,"  and  referred  to  section  1014  of  the  B 
Statutes  of  the  [Jnited  States,  tn  connection  with  tlie  Act  ol 
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23,  1874,  for  the  authority.  He  remarked :  "  The  District  of 
Cohimbia  is  not  a  sanctuary  to  which  persons  commuting  offenses 
against  the  United  States  may  fly  and  be  beyond  the  reach  of 
justice,  nor  is  the  law  so  defective  that  pei*son8  there  committing 
such  offenses  and  escaping  or  found  elsewhere  cannot  be  taken 
back  there  for  trial." 

Section  10t4  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
provides  as  follows : 

"For  any  crime  or  offense  against  the  United  States,   the 
offiender  may  by  any  Justice  or  Judge  of  the   United  States,  or 
by  any  Commissioner  of  a  Circuit  Court  to  take  bail,  or  by  any 
Chancellor,  Judge  of  a  Supreme  or  Sui)erior  Court,  Chief  or  first 
Judge  of  Common  Pleas,  Mayor  of  a  city.  Justice  of  the  Peace, 
or  other  magistrate,  of  any  State  where  he  may  be  found,  and 
agreeably  to  the  usual  mode  of  process  agaiust  offenders  in  such 
State,  and  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States,  be  arrested  and 
imprisoned,  or  bailed,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  trial  before  such 
couit  of  the  United  States  as  by  law  has  cognizance  of  the  offense. 
Copies  of  the  process  shall  be  returned  as  speedily  as  may  be  into 
the  clerk's  office  of  such  court,  together  with  the  recognizances 
of  the  witnesses  for  their  appearance  to  testify  in  the  case.    And 
where  any  offiender  or  witness  is  committed  in  any  district  other 
than  tliat  where  the  offense  is  to  be  tried,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  Judge  of  the  district  where  such  offender  or  witness  is  im- 
prisoned, seasonably  to  issue,  and  of  the  Marshal  to  execute  a 
warrant  for  his  removal  to  the  district  where  the  trial  is  to  be 
had." 

The  act  of  Jane  22, 1874  (18  IT.  S.  Stat,  at  Lai^e,  193),  provides 
as  follows: 

**  Sec.  1.  That  the  Criminal  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
shall  Iiave  jurisdiction  of  all  crimes  and  misdemeanors  committed 
in  said  District,  not  lawfully  triable  in  any  other  court,  and  which 
are  required  by  law  to  be  prosecuted  by  indictment  or  informa- 
tion." 

**  Sec.  2.  That  the  provisions  of  the  thirty-third  section  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  of  1789  shall  apply  to  courts  created  by  act  of 
Congress  in  the  District  of  Columbia." 

The  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  here  referred  to,  is  the  basis 
of  section  1014  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  as 

39 
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quoted  above.  The  resnlt  of  this  legUlation  is  that  a  pei 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  commits  an  offense  against  i 
of  the  United  States,  and  then  departs  therefrom,  or 
elsewhere,  may  he  arrested  and  taken  into  custody  whe 
found,  and  then  be  carried  back  to  that  District  for  tria! 
though  not  inter-State  extradition,  removes  the  part;  to  i 
where  the  offense  was  committed,  and  in  effect  is  practic 
eanie  thing. 

In  T/ie  Matter  of  CJutrlta  Dana,  1  Ben.  1,  it  appeaie 
information  was  filed  in  the  Police  Court  of  the  District 
nmbia  charging  Dana  with  a  libel  committed  in  that  Dist 
that  a  warrant  was  issued  for  his  arrest,  hut  that  he  ci 
be  found  in  the  District,  being  ia  the  city  of  New  York 
complaint  made  before  a  Commissioner  of  the  United  E 
the  city  of  New  York,  a  warrant  was  Issued  by  the  Cornn 
for  the  arrest  of  Dana,  and  he  was  committed,  and  then  i 
cation  was  made  to  Judge  Blatchford,  the  District  Jndg 
warrant  to  remove  him  to  the  District  of  Colombia  for 
the  information  there  made  against  him. 

Jndge  Blatchford  refused  to  issue  the  warrant  for  D: 
moval.  The  ground  of  the  refusal  was  that  eo  much  of 
of  June  17,  1870  (16  U.  S.  Stat.  aJi  Large,  153),  eatabi 
Police  Court  in  the  District  of  Colnmbia,  as  provides  fc 
of  the  information  in  this  case  by  the  court  without  a 
repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Conatitntion  relating 
in  criminal  cases.  The  Judge  said  ;  "  As,  therefore,  thi 
ant,  if  removed  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  will  be  tr 
manner  forbidden  by  the  Constitution,  I  must  decline  to  j 
warrant" 
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CHAPTER  m. 

8TATB  LBGISLATIOK. 

The  clause  of  the  Constitution  relating  to  the  extradition  of 
fugitive  criminals,  and  the  law  of  Congress  for  carrying  that 
clause  into  effect,  are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  on  that  subject. 
No  State  legislation  in  relation  to  the  same  subject,  that  is  in- 
consistent with  this  law,  or  adapted  to  interfere  with  or  defeat  its 
operation,  can  have  anj  constitutional  validity. 

Several  questions  then  arise  in  respect  to  State  legislation  and 
State  action  on  the  subject  of  extradition.  Does  the  Constitution 
or  the  law  of  Congress  exclude  all  such  legislation  ?  If  not,  what 
are  the  limits  within  which  the  latter  must  move  ?  What  laws, 
if  any,  have  been  enacted  by  the  States  on  this  subject  ?  Is  it 
competent  for  State  magistrates,  having  the  general  power  to 
issue  warrants  of  arrest  on  criminal  complaints,  to  issue  such 
warrants  in  the  case  of  fugitive  criminals,  either  with  or  without 
special  authority  given  to  them  by  statute  ?  These  are  the  ques- 
tions that  will  be  considered  in  this  chapter. 

1«  Preliminary  Supposition.  —  Let  it  be  supposed  in  the 
outset  that  Congress  had  not  legislated  at  all  upon  the  subject, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  stood 
alone  by  itself.  Would  this  provision  of  itself  exclude  all  State 
legislation,  so  that  State  laws  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
it  into  effect  would  be  unconstitutional  ? 

There  certainly  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  provision  to 
involve  or  imply  any  such  result.  What  the  provision  declares  is 
that  criminals,  fleeing  from  one  State  to  another,  being  charged 
with  crime,  and  demanded  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State 
from  which  they  fled,  shall  "  be  delivei'ed  up,  to  be  removed  to 
the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."  If  a  State,  in  the 
absence  of  any  legislation  by  Congress,  should  undertake  to  per- 
form the  duty  here  imposed,  and  should  provide  therefor  by 
law,  it  would  be  simply  doing  what  the  Constitution  says  shall  be 
done,  and  does  not  say  shall  be  done  exclusively  by  Congress.   It 


308  BTATB  LEGISLATION. 

18  difficult  to  see  how  such  State  legislation,  iD  the  case  Bn 
would  be  nnconBtitutional.  Tho  pronaioii  of  the  Coustiti 
not  a  prohibition  upon  State  authority,  but  a  positive  mai 
respect  to  a  duty  to  be  performed,  without  any  expreea  stt 
as  to  the  agency  of  the  performance.  There  is  nothing  ii 
excludes  this  agency  from  the  several  States. 

Nor  is  there  any  provision  elsewhere  in  the  Gonstito 
BUBtaiu  such  an  exclusion.  There  are  some  things  wk 
States  are  in  express  terms  forbidden  to  do ;  and  there  art 
in  which  the  prohibition  is  in  the  form  of  necessary  imp] 
The  execution  of  the  extradition  provision  of  the  ConstitD 
State  authoiity,  and  by  State  laws,  in  the  absence  of  ai 
lation  by  Congress  on  the  subject,  does  not  belong  to  ei 
these  categories. 

The  provision  itself  is  borrowed,  in  almost  identical 
from  the  corresponding  provision  in  the  Articles  of  Confed 
under  which,  beyond  all  question,  the  execution  was  to 
State  authority  and  State  laws.  Chief  Justice  Taoey,  in  K 
V.  DervmaoUy  24  How.  66,  reasoning  from  this  fact,  said : 
plain  that  the  mode  of  the  demand  and  the  official  autho 
and  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  under  the  Coufederstio 
have  been  in  the  minds  of  the  members  of  the  Conventic 
this  article  was  introduced,  and  that  in  adopting  the  same 
tbey  manifestly  intended  to  sanction  the  mode  of  proceedii 
ticed  under  the  Confederation  —  that  is,  of  demanding  the 
from  the  executive  autliority,  and  making  it  his  duty  t 
him  to  be  delivered  up." 

If  BO,  then,  in  the  event  of  no  l^elation  by  Oongi 
States  would,  in  passing  laws  for  the  execution  of  the  pr 
be  doing  exactly  what  was  intended.  The  obvious  coocli 
that  the  States,  unless  the  legislation  of  Congress  exclude 
therefrom,  may  still  legislate  on  the  subject,  provided  th 
l^islation  is  not  iuconsistent  with  that  of  Congress.  T 
stitutional  provision  was,  in  IliiUer  v.  The  State,  43  T 
spoken  of  as  in  the  nature  of  "  a  treaty  stipulation  betwi 
States  of  the  UQioti,"  as  binding  upon  the  States  as  thong 
a  part  of  the  constitution  of  each  State. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  California,  in  Th«  Matter  ef  R 
SS  Cal.  6S5,  characterized  the  provision  as  "a  sol^na  c 
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between  the  States,  to  be  enforced  by  State  legislation  or  by  ju- 
dicial action/'  The  court  spoke  of  the  provision  as  "a  part  of 
the  Bnpreme  law  of  the  land,"  and  *^a  part  of  the  law  of  each 
State.''  This  clearly  supposes  that  the  States  may  execute  the 
provision,  and  that  they  may  legislate  for  this  purpose,  although 
they  have  no  authority  so  to  legislate  as  to  interfere  vrith  the  law 
of  Congress  on  the  subject. 

2.  Opportunity  for  State  Legislation.  —  If  we  carefully  ex- 
amine the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  we  shall  find 
several  phases  of  the  question,  not  provided  for  by  either,  which 
leave  an  opportunity  tor  the  interposition  of  State  laws,  subject 
to  the  qualiiication  that  such  laws  must  be  consistent  with  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land.    Take  the  following  examples : 

(1.)  Neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congress  has  any 
application  to  the  case  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  until  a  demand  has 
been  made  for  his  delivery  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State 
or  Territory  from  which  he  fled.    Neither  imposes  this  demand 
as  a  duty  upon  such  executive  authority,  and  neither  supplies  any 
rule  by  which  to  determine  whether  the  demand  shall  be  made  or 
not.     Both  leave  this  question  to  the  discretion  of  the  demanding 
authority.    State  laws  simply  regulating  the  exercise  of  this  dis- 
cretion are  plainly  not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  or  the 
law  of  Congress,  since  they  operate  upon  the  case  before  it  comes 
within  the  purview  of  the  latter  at  all,  and  furnish  a  rule  to  guide 
the  executive  authority  at  a  point  where  the  latter  are  wholly 
silent. 

(2.)  Neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congress  pre- 
scribes the  precise  practice  or  mode  of  procedure  in  securing  the 
arrest  of  the  person  demanded  and  making  his  delivery  to  the  de- 
manding State  or  Territory.  The  Constitution  says  nothing  on 
the  subject;  and  the  law  of  Congress  simply  says  that  the  exec- 
iiti v^e  authority  shall  cause  the  party  ^^  to  be  arrested  and  secured," 
and  then  delivered  to  the  agent  of  the  demanding  executive. 
11  o w  shall  this  be  done  ?  What  is  the  precise  procedure  for  do- 
ing  it  ?  State  laws  defining  the  method  of  gaining  the  end,  if 
naturally  and  properly  adapted  to  secure  that  end,  are  very 
plainly  not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  or  the  law  of  Con- 


SIO  BTATB  LEOIBLATIOIT. 

grese.  {Ex  parte  Ammont,  34  Ohio  St.  518 ;  Coffman  v.  K 
24  Ind.  509  ;  and  Mohr's  Caae,  2  Alabanu  Law  Journal 

(3.)  The  law  of  Congress,  as  decided  by  the  Supreme  C 
the  United  States,  iu  Kentucky  v.  Denniaon,  24  How.  6t 
*'  luaodatory  and  compulsory  "  upon  the  Governor  of  a  I 
whom  a  demand  is  addressed,  but  simply  declaratory 
"moral  duty"  to  comply  with  the  demand  when  the  s 
conditions  are  present.  A  State  law  enforcing  the  perfc 
of  this  duty  would  not  be  in  conflict  with  the  law  of  Conj 

(4.)  Both  the  Constitution  and  the  law  describe  the  pi 
be  delivered  np  as  one  who  has  fled  from  the  State  demand 
and  to  the  State  of  which  he  is  demanded  ;  and  yet  neithe 
press  terms,  epecifles  the  evidence  upon  which  this  matei 
in  the  case  shall  be  made  known,  either  to  the  executive 
ity  making  the  demand,  or  to  the  executive  authority  a 
make  the  delivery.  If  this  fact  is  not  by  legal  evidence 
to  l>e  in  the  case,  then  there  is  no  authority  for  either  the 
or  the  delivery.  The  law  of  Congress  states  how  the  el 
crime  shall  be  made ;  but  it  gives  no  nde  for  asce 
whether  the  accused  party  is,  in  the  sense  of  the  Cooetil 
fugitive  from  justice  or  not. 

A  State  law  prescribing  the  evidence  upon  which  this  i 
fact  shall  be  shown,  and  thereby  regnlating  the  discretioi 
executive  authority  alike  iu  demauding  and  delivering  i 
tive  criminals,  provided  it  be  of  a  character  not  to  defeat 
pose  of  the  Constitution,  would  not  be  inconsistent  wi 
Constitntion,  or  with  tlie  law  of  Congress.  It  would  dea! 
(jucstiou  which  the  executive  authority  must  consider  an 
mine,  but  in  respect  to  which  neither  tlie  Constitution 
law  of  Congress  prescribes  any  rule  for  his  gnidance. 

{5,}  There  is  no  provision,  in  the  Constitution  or  th' 
Congress,  to  determine  how  the  question  of  identity,  \i 
shall  be  settled ;  and  lience  a  proper  State  law  to  secure  i 
would  not  be  in  conflict  with  either, 

(6.)  Neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congret 
execution  furnishes  any  regulation  in  respect  to  the  writ  ol 
etyrptia  in  extradition  cases ;  and  proper  State  laws  on  this 
are  not  only  witluu  the  sphere  of  State  power,  but  are  no 
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sistent  with  the  constitutional  provision  or  with  the  law  of  Con- 
gress enacted  to  carry  it  into  effect. 

(7.)  The  law  of  Congress  provides  for  tlie  an*est  of  an  accused 
party  only  by  the  executive  authority  of  a  State  or  Territory,  and 
then  only  after  a  demand  for  his  delivery  has  been  duly  made. 
A  State  law  giving  to  judicial  magistrates  the  authority,  upon 
proper  evidence,  to  order  an  arrest  before  the  demand  is  made, 
and  to  hold  the  party  in  custody  until,  by  the  proper  steps,  the 
law  of  Congress  can  be  brought  into  action  for  his  delivery,  not 
only  acts  before  the  latter  acts  at  all,  but  it  acts  in  a  way  to  pro- 
mote the  very  end  sought  to  be  attained  by  the  latter.  The  whole 
effect  of  such  a  law  is  auxiliary,  and  not  antagonistical  in  any  sense, 
to  the  law  of  Congress ;  and  surely  it  cannot  be  deemed  in  con- 
flict with  the  Constitution  or  the  law  of  Congress. 

These  particulars  are  suf&cient  to  show  that  State  legislation 
is  not  necessarily  excluded  from  the  inter-State  extradition  of 
fugitive  criminals.  There  is  an  opportunity  for  it.  Neither  the 
Constitution  nor  the  legislation  of  Congress  so  covers  and  exhausts 
the  subject  as  to  exclude  such  legislation.  The  legislation  must, 
of  course,  be  consistent  with  both ;  but  where  there  is  no  incon- 
sistency between  State  legislation  and  the  Constitution  and  the 
law  of  Congress,  there  is  no  good  reason  for  regarding  the  former 
as  excluded  by  the  latter. 

3.  The  Language  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 

States. —  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  The  CommonweaUh  of 
Pefi^isylvaniay  16  Pet.  539,  used  the  following  language : 

^^  If  Congress  have  a  constitutional  power  to  regulate  a  particular 
subject,  and  they  do  actually  regulate  it  in  a  given  manner,  and 
in  a  certain  form,  it  cannot  be  tnat  the  State  Legislatures  have  a 
right  to  interfere,  and,  as  it  were,  by  way  of  complement  to  the 
legislation  of  Congress,  to  prescribe  additional  regulations,  and 
^%rhat  they  deem  auxiliary  provisions  for  the  same  purpose.     In 
each  a  case,  the  le^slation  of  Congress,  in  what  it  does  not  pre- 
scribe, manifestly  mdicates  that  it  does  not  intend  that  there  snail 
L>e    any  further  legislation  to  act  upon  the  subject-matter.     Its 
eilenee  as  to  what  it  does  not  do  is  as  expressive  of  what  its  in- 
€:eiition  is  as  the  direct  provisions  made  by  it.     This  doctrine  was 
fully  recognized  by  this  court,  in  the  case  of  HousUyii  v.  Moore^  5 
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Wlieat.  1,  21, 23,  where  it  wasexpresBly  beid  that,  wheo 
liave  exercised  a  power  over  a  particular  eubjeet  eiven 
the  Constitution,  it  is  not  competent  for  State  legiBlatio: 
to  the  pi-oviaions  of  Congress  on  that  suhject;  for  that 
of  Coiigreea  npon  the  whole  subject  ia  bs  clearly  establ 
what  it  had  oot  declared  as  by  what  it  has  expressed." 

The  Snpreme  Court  of  New  York  State,  in  Jade  v. 
12  Wend.  311,  which  was  a  fugitive  slave  case,  adopted 
triue  here  Btated.  The  language,  however,  has  not  bee 
stood  by  State  legisUtures,  or  generally  by  State  coor 
eluding  all  State  legislation  on  the  subject  of  inter-Sta 
dition.  Afi  a  matter  of  fact,  the  States  have  legislatec 
subject;  and  in  repeated  iastances  State  courts  have  tn 
legislation  as  valid. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  in  ^  parte  Ammoiu, 
St.  518,  referring  to  the  Act  of  March  8, 1875,  said :  "  j4 
that  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  State  legislature 
provisions  in  conflict  with  the  laws  of  Congress  on  the  a 
is  quite  clear  that  State  legislation  in  aid  of  Congresfiioi 
ments  is  not  objectionable.  *  *  *  The  means  by  whidi  thi 
is  to  be  arrested  and  secured  are  not  provided  by  the  ac 
gress ;  hence  the  legislation  of  a  State  may  and  should 
proper  and  adequate  means  and  facilities  for  the  accom] 
of  such  extradition." 

The  Snpreme  Court  of  Alabama,  in  JSiohr'a  Caae^  2 
Law  Journal,  457,  referring  to  the  subject  in  the  Ugl 
language  used  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  as  quoted  above,  t 
now  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion  that  where  State  law 
subject  are  not  repngnant,  but  auxiliary,  to  those  passed 
gross,  they  may  be  upheld  upon  the  principle  of  the  rigl 
cise  the  power  of  domestic  police." 

State  legislation,  inconsistent  with  that  of  Congress,  is, 
excluded.  But  that  State  legislatures,  as  remarked  by  1 
"  may  not  by  statute  enforce  tlie  performance  of  the  du 
act  of  Congress]  enjoins  upon  their  executives  by  subject 
to  a  State  liability  for  neglecting  it,  or  otherwise  faci 
discharge  of  the  constitutional  obligation,  are  queetio 
ought  not  to  be  considered  as  altogetber  foreclosed  hy 
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applicable  in  caaes  not  identicaL"    (Hurd's  Habeas  Corpus,  2d 
ed.,  836.) 

-^It  fihonid  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  actnal  case  before  the  8n- 
premo  Court,  in  Prigg  v.  The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania, 
«?^j[?m,  related  to  State  legislation  in  respect  to  fugitive  slaves,  and 
tliat  what  was  said  in  regard  to  fugitives  from  justice  was  said 
only  incidentally,  "  by  way  of  analogy  and  illustration."  The 
latter  subject,  differing  in  many  respects  from  the  former,  was 
not  really  involved  in  the  case  at  all,  and  all  reference  to  it  might 
have  been  omitted.  No  positive  decision  was  made  in  regard  to 
it.  It  was  simply  alluded  to  in  the  deliverance  of  Mr.  Justice 
Story. 

Moreover,  neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congress  con- 
fers any  cognizance  of  the  case  of  a  fugitive  criminal  until  a 
demand  has  been  made  for  his  delivery.    This  demand  is  the 
initial  point  at  which  both  begin  to  operate ;  and,  prior  to  such 
demand,  neither,  by  its  own  terms,  has  any  application  to  the 
case.    Legislation,  by  the  States,  relating  to  the  case  in  advance 
of  this  demand,  does  not  deal  with  the  subject-matter  with  which 
the  legislation  of  Congress,  deals ;  and  if  the  former  does  not  inter- 
fere with  the  operations  of  the  latter,  and  especially  if  it  be  de- 
signed and  adapted  to  facilitate  the  same  end,  there  can  be  no 
good  reason  for  regarding  it  as  being  excluded  by  the  legislation 
of  Congress.    State  legislatures  have,  as  the  sequel  will  show, 
assumed  that  they  might  constitutionally  legislate  on  the  subject. 

4.  The  Laws  of  Massachusetts.  —  The  General  Statutes  of 
Massachusetts,  in  chapter  177,  provide  as  follows  on  this  subject: 

**  Sec.  1.  The  Governor  of  this  State,  in  any  case  authorized  by 

the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  may,  on  demand, 

deliver  over  to  the  executive  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  any 

person  charged  therein  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime ;  or 

may,  on  application,  appoint  an  agent  to  demand  of  the  executive 

antiiority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  anysach  offender  fleeing 

from  the  justice  of  this  State ;  Provided,  I'hat  such  demand  or 

application  is  accompanied  b^  sworn  evidence  that  the  party 

ciiarged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  by  a  duly  attested  copy 

of  an  indictment,  or  a  duly  attested  copy  of  a  complaint  before 

a  court  or  magistrate  authorized  to  receive  the  same ;  such  com- 

40 
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plaint  to  be  accompanied  by  affidavits  to  the  facts  constituting 
the  offense  charged,  by  persons  having  actual  knowledge  thereof, 
and  such  further  evidence  in  support  uiereof  as  the  Governor  may 
require/' 

*'  Sec.  2.  When  such  demand  or  application  is  made,  the  Attor- 
ney-General or  other  prosecutinff  officer  shall,  if  the  Governor  re- 
quires it,  forthwith  investigate  tne  grounds  thereof,  and  report  to 
the  Governor  all  the  material  facts  which  may  come  to  his  knowU 
edge,  with  an  abstract  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  especially 
in  case  of  a  pei*son  demanded,  whether  he  is  held  in  custody,  or 
is  under  recognizance  to  answer  for  an  offense  against  the  laws 
of  this  State,  or  of  the  United  States,  or  by  force  of  any  civil 
process,  with  an  opinion  as  to  the  legality  or  expediency  of  com- 
plying therewith." 

"  Sec.  3.  If  the  Governor  is  satisfied  that  the  demand  is  con- 
formable to  law  and  ou^ht  to  be  complied  with,  he  shall  issne  his 
warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  Commonwealth,  to  some  officer 
authorized  to  serve  warrants  in  criminal  cases,  directing  him  at 
the  expense  of  the  agent  making  the  demand,  at  a  time  desig- 
nated in  the  warrant,  to  take  and  transport  such  person  to  the  line 
of  this  State,  and  there  deliver  him  over  to  such  agent,  and  sudi 
officer  may  require  aid  as  in  criminal  cases." 

''  Sec.  4.  No  person  arrested  upon  such  warrant  shall  be  deliv- 
ered over  to  sucli  agent  of  a  State  or  Territory,  until  he  has  been 
notified  of  the  demand  for  his  surrender  and  had  opportanity  to 
apply  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpuSj  if  he  claims  such  right  of  the 
officer  making  the  arrest.  And  when  such  writ  is  applied  for, 
notice  thereof,  and  of  the  time  and  place  of  hearing  there^)n, 
shall  be  given  to  the  Attornev-Generai  or  other  prosecuting  oth- 
cer  for  the  district  in  which  the  ari'est  is  made." 

"  Sec.  5.  An  officer  who  delivers  over  to  such  agent  for  extn*- 
dition  any  person  in  his  custody  upon  such  warrant,  without  hav- 
ing complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  preceding  section,  shall 
forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  thousand  dollars." 

"  Sec.  6.  If  the  application  for  the  arrest  of  a  fugitive  fn»r^ 
the  justice  of  the  State  is  complied  with,  and  an  agent  appointed, 
his  account  shall  be  audited  and  paid  by  the  State." 

"  Sec.  7.  When  a  person  is  found  in  this  State  charged  with  sn 
offense  committed  in  another  State  or  Territory,  and  liable  by  t*.- 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  delivered  o^e: 
upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  such  other  Sc-i:-- 
or  Territory,  any  court  or  magistrate  authorized  to  issue  wamr.*- 
in  criminal  cases,  may,  upon  complaint  under  oath  setting  forL 
the  offense  and  such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  to  bring  t  u 
case  within  the  provisions  of  law,  issue  a  warrant  to  bring  t  *  t 
person  charged  before  the  same  or  some  other  court  or  magistrate 
within  the  btate.  to  answer  to  such  complaint  as  in  other  ** 
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''  Sec  8.  If  upon  the  examination  of  the  person  charged  it 
appears  to  the  court  or  ma^strate,  that  there  is  reasonable  cause 
to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true,  and  that  such  person  may 
be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  executive,  he  shall,  if  not  charged 
with  a  capital  crime,  be  required  to  recognize  with  sufficient 
sureties  in  a  reasonable  sum  to  appear  before  such  court  or  mag- 
istrate at  a  fnture  day  (allowing  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  the 
warrant  of  the  executive),  and  to  abide  the  order  of  the  court  oi' 
magistrate.'* 

''Sec.  9.  If  such  person  does  not  so  recognize,  he  shall  be 
committed  to  prison  and  there  be  detained  until  such  day,  in  like 
manner  as  if  tne  ofifense  charged  had  been  committed  within  this 
State,  and  if  the  person  recognizing  fails  to  appear  according  to 
the  condition  of  his  recognizance,  he  shall  be  defaulted,  and  like 
proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  case  of  other  recognizances  entered 
into  before  such  court  or  magistrate.  If  the  person  is  charged 
with  a  capital  crime,  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison  and  there  be 
detained  until  the  day  so  appointed  for  his  appearance." 

"Sec.  10.  If  the  person  so  recognized  or  committed  appears 
before  the  court  or  magistrate  upon  the  day  ordered,  he  shall  be 
discharged  unless  he  is  demanded  by  some  person  authonzed  by 
the  warrant  of  the  executive  to  receive  him,  or  unless  the  court  or 
magistrate  sees  cause  to  commit  him,  or  to  requira  him  to  recog- 
nize anew  for  his  appearance  on  some  other  day,  and  if  when 
ordered  he  does  not  so  recognize,  he  shall  be  committed  and 
detained  as  before :  Provided,  That  whether  the  person  charged 
is  recognized,  committed,  or  discharged,  any  person  authorizeaby 
the  warrant  of  the  executive  may  at  all  times  take  him  into 
custody,  and  the  same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance, 
and  not  be  deemed  an  escape." 

"  Sec.  11.  The  complainant  in  such  case  shall  be  answerable 
for  all  actual  costs  and  charges,  and  the  support  in  prison  of  any 
|>erson  so  committed,  to  be  paid  in  like  manner  as  by  a  creditor 
for  his  debtor  committed  on  execution.  If  the  charge  for  support 
in  prison  is  not  so  paid,  the  jailer  may  discharge  such  person  in 
like  manner  as  if  he  had  been  committed  on  an  execution." 

The  first  six  of  the  above  sections  relate  to  the  case,  ^^  author- 
ized by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,"  in  which 
a.  demand  for  a  fugitive  criminal  is  addressed  to  the  Govenioi  of 
JVf  assachusetts  by  the  executive  authority  of  some  other  State  or 
Territory,  or  in  which  an  application  is  made  to  the  Governor  to 
address  such  a  demand  to  the  executive  authoritv  of  some  other 
State  or  Territory.  The  first  section  authorizes  the  Governor,  in 
6uch  a  case,  to  comply  with  the  demand,  or  to  appoint  an  agent  to 
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make  a  demand  on  the  Qovemor  of  some  oilier  State  or ' 
This  plaialf  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  law  of  Congress. 

The  pruriso  in  this  section  requires  that  the  demac 
plication  shall  be  "accompanied  by  sworn  evidence 
party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice."  This  reqairem 
inconsistent  with  the  law  of  Congress,  since  that  law 
prescribes  how  the  fact  that  the  party  is  a  fugitive  shall 
lished.  {Mohr'a  Com,  2  Alabama  Law  Journal,  457;. 
Vote,  2  Flip.  183.)  It  simply  provides  a  rule  where  Coi 
given  no  rule.  It  certainly  was  not  tUe  intention  of 
that  the  accused  party  should  be  demanded  and  deliren 
the, absence  of  any  legal  evidence  showing  him  to  be  a 
The  requirement  of  such  evidence  to  this  effect  is  a  i 
provision. 

The  same  proviso  also  requires  that  the  demand  or  &; 
shall  be  accompanied  "  by  a  duly  attested  copy  of  an  in 
or  a  duly  attested  copy  of  a  complaint  made  before  a 
ma<;istrat6  authorized  to  receive  the  same,"  This 
though  not  precisely  the  same  aa  that  used  in  the  hiwof 
undoubtedly  refers  to  it,  and  conveys  essentially  the  sai 
and  is  in  entire  harmony  with  the  requirements  of  tb 

It  18  also  required  in  the  proviso  of  the  same  section  that 
charge  of  crime  is  in  the  form  of  a  complaint,  which  mei 
davit  before  a  court  or  magistrate  charging  the  crime,  the  i 
shall  "be  accompanied  by  afHdavits  to  the  facts  constiti 
offense  charged,  by  persons  having  actual  knowledge  thi 
such  further  evidence  iu  support  thereof  as  the  tiovei 
require."  The  laws  of  Ohio  contain  a  similar  provieici 
comments  thereon  in  both  cases  will  be  found  iu  the  seq 

The  examination  of  the  case  by  the  Attomey-Genei 
request  of  the  Governor,  and  his  report  of  the  facts  and 
ion  in  regard  to  the  same,  as  provided  for  iu  the  secon. 
are  simply  designed  to  aid  the  Governor  in  arriving  at 
conclusion,  whether  in  demanding  or  delivering  up  fu^ 
inala.  There  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Congress  that 
the  employment  of  euch  means.  Wliether  they  shall  be 
or  not  is  left  to  the  Governor's  discretion  ;  and  he  wi 
such  a  discretion,  even  without  the  law. 
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The  third,  foiirtli  and  fifth  sections  relate  to  the  procednre  in 
making  the  arrest  and  delivery  where  the  Governor,  after  examin- 
ing the  case,  "  is  satisfied  that  the  demand  is  conformable  to  law 
and  oitght  to  be  complied  with ; "  and  this  surely  is  in  no  sense 
inconsistent  with  the  law  of  Congress.  Nor  is  the  sixth  section 
inconsistent  with  that  law,  since  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  any 
matter  involved  therein. 

The  next  five  sections  of  the  same  chapter  give  to  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  that  State  the  authority  to  order  a  preliminary  arrest 
and  detention  of  a  person  charged  with  crime  in  another  State  or 
Territory,  before  the  demand  has  been  made  and  before  the  issue 
of  a  warrant  of  arrest  and  delivery  by  the  Governor  of  the  State, 
and  in  order  that  under  such  warrant,  if  it  shall  be  issued,  he  may 
be  arrested  and  delivered  up  to  the  demanding  State  or  Territory. 
There  can  be  no  constitutional  objection  to  this  legislation,  since 
it  operates  upon  the  case  before  the  law  of  Congress  has  any  ap- 
plication to  it^  and  is,  moreover,  designed  and  adapted  to  facili- 
tate the  end  songht  by  that  law. 

The  seventh  section  was  formerly  section  8  of  chapter  143 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachnsetts,  and,  as  such,  came,  in 
The  (hmmorvvoedUk  v.  Traoey^  5  Mete.  536,  under  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  with  reference  to  the 
question  of  its  constitutionality,  especially  in  view  of  the  doctrine 
stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  Prigg  v.  The  ComvwnweaUh  of 
J^enns-glvaniay  16  Pet.  539.     Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  It  is  a  provision  obviously  not 
repugnant  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  nor 
tending  to  impair  the  rights  or  relax  the  duties  intended  to  be  se- 
cured by  them.    To  tliis  extent,  therefore,  the  court  are  of  opin- 
ion that  this  law  is  constitutional  and  valid,  one  that  the  legis- 
lature bad  authority  to  pass."    The  Chief  Justice  also  said : 

''  A  wise  Government,  bound  to  maintain  peace  and  good  order 
cvitbin  its  territories,  and  authorized  to  exercise  a  salutary  vigi- 
ance  and  restraint  over  all  persons  within  its  jurisdiction,  may 
^ell  provide  for  arresting  such  persons  [fugitive  criminals],  and 
ubjecting  them  to  a  judicial  examination,  and  requiring  them  to 
rive  bail  for  their  appearance  and  ^ood  behavior,  or  be  impris- 
oned, if  they  be  found  to  have  committed  capital  offenses  in  other 
States,  until  due  inquiry  can  be  made,  and  all  persons  injured  by 
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tlictn  have  nn  opportunity  to  institute  euch  proceedings, 
criminal,  as  justice  may  require." 

This  general  doctrine,  ae  to  the  police  power  of  a  State  i 
and  bold  fugitive  criniinalB,  was  presented  with  direct  r 
to  the  fact  that  a  person,  charged  with  larceny  in  Virgi 
been  arrested  under  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  prior  to  an 
liition  for  his  delivery  from  the  Governor  of  the  forme 
The  court  held  the  arrest  to  be  lawful,  and  the  law  unde 
it  was  made  to  be  within  the  power  of  the  legislature. 

So  also  sections  second  and  third  of  the  same  Statntet 
ducing,  for  sabstance,  section  seventh  of  chapter  US  of 
vised  Statutes,  were  considered  by  the  same  court  in  TJ 
monuyealth  v.  Hall,  75  Mass.  262.  Judge  Bigelow,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  :  "  The  provision  of  the  B 
cli.  142,  sec.  1.  authorizing  the  Grovemor  to  issue  his  wai 
the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive,  was,  therefore,  in  ac( 
with  the  act  of  Congress,  and,  being  intended  to  aid  ir 
forcement  of  that  law,  and  not  being  repugnant  to  any  p 
in  the  State  Constitution,  is  not  open  to  the  objections  i 
the  prosecution."  This  affirms  the  validity  of  the  Stai 
lation  in  question. 

5.  Lawa  of  Now  York.  —  Title  IV,  chapter  I,  of  the  ( 
Code  of  the  State  of  New  York,  enacted  in  1881,  relates 
tives  from  justice,  and  is  for  the  most  part  a  reprodact 
condensed  form,  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  the  Lej 
of  that  State,  passed  May  6,  1839.  (5  Edmonds'  Sta 
IjaigG,  16T.)  The  following  are  the  provisions  on  this  si 
contained  in  this  Title  : 

"  Sec.  827.  A  person  charged  in  any  State  or  Territor 
United  States  with  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,  who  s" 
from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State,  must,  on  demaad 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which 
be  delivered  up  by  the  Grovemor  of  this  State,  to  bo  rem 
the  State  or  Territory  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime." 

"  Sec.  828.  A  magistrate  may  issue  a  warrant  for  the  a] 
sion  of  a  person  so  charged,  who  shall  flee  from  justice 
found  within  this  State." 
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"Sec.  829.  The  proceedings  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of 
the  person  charged  are  in  all  respects  similar  to  those  provided  in 
this  (Jode,  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  a  person  charged 
with  a  public  offense  committed  in  this  State  ;  except  that  an  ex- 
emplified copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  other  judicial  proceed- 
ing had  against  him,  in  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  he  is 
charged  to  have  committed  the  offense,  may  be  received  as  evi- 
dence before  the  magistrate.'^ 

"  Sec.  830.  If,  from  the  examination,  it  appear  that  the  person 
charged  has  committed  the  crime  alleged,  the  magistrate,  by  war- 
rant reciting  the  accusation,  must  commit  him  to  the  proper  cus- 
tody in  his  county,  for  a  time  specified  in  the  warrant,  which  the 
magistrate  deems  reasonable,  to  enable  the  arrest  of  the  fugitive 
under  the  warrant  of  the  executive  of  this  State,  on  the  requisi- 
tion of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which 
he  committed  the  offense,  unless  he  give  bail  as  provide^  in  the 
next  section,  or  until  he  be  legally  discharged." 

"Sec.  831.  A  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  may  admit  the  per- 
son arrested  to  bail,  by  an  undertaking,  with  sufficient  sureties 
and  in  such  sum  as  he  deems  proper,  for  his  appearance  before 
him  at  a  time  specified  in  the  undertaking,  and  for  his  surrender 
to  be  arrested  upon  the  warrant  of  the  Grovemor  of  this  State." 

"  Sec  832.  Immediately  upon  the  arrest  of  the  person  charged, 
the  magistrate  must  ^ve  notice  to  the  district  attorney  of  the 
county,  of  the  name  ot  the  person  and  the  cause  of  his  arrest." 

"  Sec.  833.  The  district  attorney  must  immediately  thereafter 
give  notice  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory, 
or  to  the  prosecuting  attorney  or  presiding  judge  of  the  criminal 
court  of  the  city  or  county  therein,  having  jurisdiction  of  the  of- 
fense, to  the  end  that  a  demand  may  be  made  for  the  arrest  and 
surrender  of  the  person  charged." 

"  Sec.  834.  The  person  arrested  must  be  discharged  from  cus- 
tody or  bail,  unless  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  designated 
in  the  warrant  or  undertaking,  he  be  arrested  under  the  warrant 
of  the  Governor  of  this  State." 

'^  Sec.  835.  The  magistrate  must  return  his  proceedings  to  the 
Court  of  Sessions  of  the  county,  which  must  thereupon  inquire 
into  the  cause  of  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  person  charged ; 
and  if  he  be  in  custody,  or  the  time  for  his  arrest  have  not 
elapsed,  it  may  discharge  him  from  detention,  or  may  order  his 
Tinaertaking  of  bail  to  oe  canceled,  or  continue  his  detention  for 
a  longer  time,  or  readmit  him  to  bail,  to  appear  and  surrender 
himself  within  the  time  specified  in  the  undertaking." 
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The  first  of  the  above  sections  is  the  only  one  of  the 
number  that  relates  to  the  case  after  a  reqiiisitioa  has  t 
dressed  to  the  Governor  of  New  York  for  the  delivery  of 
tive  criminal ;  and  this  simply  reqaires  the  Governor  ti 
the  delivery,  as  provided  for  by  the  act  of  Congrees,  withi 
direction  as  to  the  mode  of  procedure. 

All  the  oUier  sections  deal  witU  the  subjept  prior  to  e 
qnisition,  and  provide  a  series  of  regtdations  for  a  preli 
arrest  and  detention  of  the  acensed  party  by  judicial  magi 
with  a  view  to  his  delivery  by  the  warrant  of  the  Gove 
<»ie  shall  be  issued,  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  at 
of  another  State  or  Territory.  These  provisions  are  auxi 
the  attainment  of  the  end  provided  for  by  the  Constitnt 
the  law  of  Congrees. 

In  The  Matter  of  Seyioard,  1  Sandf.  701,  coming  bef 
New  Tort  Snperior  Court  at  chambers,  in  18iS,  Judge  Sa 
after  adverting  to  the  act  of  May  6, 1839,  remarked :  "  It 
that  before  a  magistrate  issues  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  oi 
tivo  from  justice  from  aaotiier  State,  there  most  be  a  co 
taken  on  oath  before  such  magistrate,  and  it  mast  sho 
things,  namely :  1.  That  a  crime  has  been  committed.  ! 
the  accused  person  has  been  charged  ia  the  foreign  State  v 
commission  of  such  crime.  3.  That  he  has  fied  from  jusl 
is  foand  within  this  State." 

The  prisoner  in  this  case  had  been  arrested  on  a  warrsn 
by  a  police  magistrate;  and,  the  complaint  failing  to  si 
three  things  specified.  Judge  Sandford  discharged  him 
ground  that  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  provisions 
law  of  1839. 

So,  also,  in  The  Matter  of  Zeland,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
coming  before  the  same  court  in  1 869,  Judge  McCunn  8ai< 
enable  a  magistrate  to  arrest  and  examine  an  alleged  f  ugiti 
justice  from  another  State,  it  mnst  be  shown  by  a  comp 
writing  on  oath  that  a  crime  has  been  committed,  that  the 
lias  been  charged  in  that  other  State  with  the  commiseioQ 
crime,  and  that  he  has  fled  therefrom,  and  is  found  ben 
affidavit  is  defective  in  all  these  particulars."  In  this  ca 
the  other,  the  arrest  was  made  under  the  law  of  New  T< 
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not  nnder  that  of  Congress ;  and  in  both  cases  the  complaint  was 
not  deemed  sufficient^  according  to  the  provisions  of  that  law,  to 
warrant  the  proceedings,  and  hence  the  prisoners  were  discharged 
on  Jiabeas  corpus. 

The  court,  in  both  of  these  cases,  treated  the  law  of  New  York 
as  not  being  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  Congress,  and  hence  as 
operative  and  valid  for  the  purpose  of  a  preliminary  arrest  and 
detention  by  a  judicial  magistrate.  The  discharge  of  the  prison- 
ers was  founded  on  non-compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
law. 

6«  Laws  of  Pennsylvania. — The  legislature  of  Pennsylvania, 
on  the  24th  of  May,  1878,  passed  a  law  in  regard  to  the  extradi- 
tion of  fugitive  criminals,  which,  as  published  in  Purdon's  Annual 
Digest  of  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  for  the  years  1873-1878,  p. 
2108,  provides  as  follows : 

"  Sec.  1.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Governor  of  this  Common- 
Tvealth,  in  all  cases  where  by  virtue  of  a  requisition  made  upon  him 
by  the  Governor  of  another  State  or  Territory,  any  citizen,  inhabi- 
tant, or  temporary  resident  of  this  Commonwealth,  is  to  be  arrested 
as  a  fugitive  from  justice  (provided  that  the  said  requisition  be  ac- 
companied with  a  certified  copy  of  the  indictment  or  information, 
from  the  authorities  of  such  other  State  or  Territory,  charging 
such  person  with  any  crime  in  such  State  or  Territory),  to  issue 
and  transmit  a  warrant  for  such  purpose  to  the  Sheriff  of  the 
proper  county,  or  other  officer  authorized  by  law  to  execute 
warrants,  in  which  the  requisition  describes  the  party  or  parties 
to  be  residing  or  domiciled,  and  the  Sheriff  or  deputy  Sheriff,  or 
otlier  officer,  as  aforesaid,  of  the  county,  shall  alone  be  compe- 
tent to  make  service  of  the  same." 

**  Sec.  2.  Before  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy,  or  other  officer,  as 
aforesaid,  shall  deliver  the  person  arrested  into  the  custody  of  the 
officer  or  officers  named  m  the  requisition,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  Sheriff,  or  other  officer,  as  aforesaid,  to  take  the  prisoner 
or  prisoners  before  a  Judge  of  a  court  of  record,  who  shall  in  open 
court  if  in  session,  otherwise,  at  chambers,  inform  the  prisoner  or 
prisoners  of  the  cause  of  his  or  their  arrest,  the  nature  of  the 
process,  and  instruct  him  or  them  that  if  he  or  they  claim  not  to 
oe  the  particular  person  or  persons  mentioned  in  said  requisition, 
indictment  or  affidavit,  before  a  magistrate  of  said  other  State  or 
Territory,  charging  said  person  with  some  crime,  and  warrant  of 
arrest,  he  or  they  may  have  a  writ  of  habeas  carpus^  upon  filing 
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an  affidavit  to  that  effect :  Provided,  however,  the  inv 
and  hearing  ander  said  writ  Bhall  be  limited  to  the  qi 
identification,  and  shall  not  enter  into  the  merits  or  th 
the  charge,  or  indictment,  or  information,  accomp 
referred  to  in  the  reqtiieitiou.  And  if,  after  due  hei 
priBoner  or  prisoners  shall  be  found  to  be  the  parties  in 
informed  against,  and  mentioned  in  the  requisition  or 
then  the  court  shall  order  and  direct  the  Sheriff,  or  otl 
as  aforesaid,  to  deliver  tlie  prisoner  or  prisoners  into  th 
of  the  officer  designated  in  the  requisition  ae  the  agent 
part  of  snch  State  to  receive  him  or  them;  otherwise, to  be  < 
from  euatodj  by  the  court." 

"  Sec.  3.  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  or  ofE' 
any  poraori  or  persons  ont  of  this  Commonwealth,  upon  t 
that  the  prisoner  or  prisoners  consent  to  go,  or  by  ress 
or  their  wiUingness  to  waive  the  proceedings  afore  desc 
any  person  or  persons  who  shall  arrest  or  procure 
of  any  citizen,  inliabitant  or  temporary  resident  of  this 
wealth,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  or  sending  him  toano 
without  a  requisition  first  had  and  obtained,  occompai 
certitied  copy  of  the  indictment  or  information,  and 
warrant  isaned  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  Go 
this  Oommonwealtb,  served  by  the  Sheriff  or  bis  de 
without  first  taking  him  before  a  Judge  of  a  court  of 
aforesaid,  eliall  be  guilty  of  a  miedemeanur,  and  upon 
be  sentenced  to  one  year  imprisonment." 

"  Sec.  4.  Any  violation  of  this  act,  on  the  part  of  t 
or  his  deputy,  or  other  officer,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
misdemeanor  in  office." 

*'  Sec.  5.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  p 
Sheriff,  or  Chief  of  I'olice  of  any  city,  or  other  person 
the  arrest  of  any  person  or  persons,  upon  informati 
offense  or  crime  committed  in  another  State,  and  that 
has  there  been  issued  for  the  arrest  of  the  said  party  ■ 
or  has  there  been  indicted  :  Provided,  the  officers  of 
city,  or  county,  or  authorities  of  such  other  State  or 
shall  procure  a  requisition,  and  have  tlie  aame  present 
Governor  of  this  Commonwealth,  within  tifteen  days 
arrest  shall  liave  been  made ;  and  tlie  prisoner  or  prisoD 
being  arrested  or  detained,  shall  be  Drought  before  i 
Judge,  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  provided  in 
section  of  this  act :  Provided,  sncli  person  shall  no 
mitted,  or  held  to  bail,  for  a  longer  period  than  fif 
exclusive  of  the  day  of  arrest ;  at  the  expiration  of  wl 
if  the  Sheriff  has  not  received  the  requisition  or  warran 
Governor  of  this  Commonwealth,  then  the  person  or  ] 
arrested  and  detained  shall  be  discharged  from  custody. 
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'•  Sec.  6.  Any  person  giving  false  information  nnder  this  act, 
with  intent  to  injure  any  person,  or  deprive  him  of  his  liberty, 
shall  be  liable  to  the  penalties  of  the  third  section  of  this  act." 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  this  act  relate  to  a  case  in  which 
a  party»  by  virtue  of  a  requisition  upon  the  Governor  of  Penn- 
sylvania, "is  to  be  arrested  as  a  fugitive  from  justice."  The 
Governor  decides  the  question  whether  the  party  shall  be  arrested 
or  not,  upon  such  requisition,  in  view  of  the  papers  presented  to 
him  and  referred  to  in  the  statute,  and  if  he  decides  to  order  an 
arrest,  then  the  law  prescribes  a  procedure  which  must  be  ob- 
served, in  the  first  instance  by  the  Governor  in  issuing  his  warrant, 
in  the  second  instance  by  the  Sheriff  or  other  officer  who  executes 
the  warrant,  and  in  the  third  instance  by  the  Judge  of  a  court  of 
record  before  whom  the  party  is  to  be  brought,  and  who,  if  the 
party  by  affidavit  denies  that  he  is  the  person  charged  with  crime, 
and  applies  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpuSy  is  directed  to  grant  the 
writ,  and  determine  this  question  of  identity,  with  no  power  to 
consider  and  determine  any  other  question,  and  who  is  further 
directed,  if  deciding  that  the  right  party  has  been  arrested,  to 
order  the  Sheriff  or  other  officer  to  make  the  delivery,  and  if 
deciding  otherwise,  then  to  order  the  discharge  of  the  person. 

This  legislation  does  not  interfere  with  the  proper  action  of 
the  law  of  Congress.     It  leaves  the   Governor  to  determine 
^whether  the  party  shall  be  arrested,  upon  the  evidence  provided 
for  in  that  law,  and  then  prescribes  a  procedure  in  respect  to  the 
arrest  and  delivery,  in  the  absence  of  any  regulation  on  this  sub- 
ject by  Congress.    The  act  is  entitled  "  An  Act  to  regulate  pro- 
eeedings  under  requisition  upon  the  Governor  of  this  Common- 
^^ivealth  for  the  apprehension  of  fugitives  from  justice."   Congress 
having  made  no  regulations  as  to  the  procedure  in  the  apprehen- 
sion and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  a 
State  legislature  may  not  adopt  reasonable  regulations  on  the  sub- 
ject, rather  than  leave  the  whole  matter  to  the  executive  judgment. 
(jEhs parte  Ammons^  84  Ohio,  518  ;  Coffnum  v.  KeigkUy^  24  Ind. 
509  ;  and  Mokr^a  Casej  2  Alabama  Law  Journal^  457.) 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  provides  for  a  preliminary  arrest 
SLTid  detention  of  an  accused  party,  before  any  requisition  or 
demand  has  been  made,  or  the  issue  of  a  warrant  by  the  Gover- 
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nor  of  FennsjlTania,  and  hence  deals  with  the  case  befor 
of  Congress  applies  to  it  at  alt.  There  can  bo  no  objectio 
section  on  any  constitutional  ground.  The  third,  fon 
sixth  Bectious  have  no  relation  whatever  to  any  thing  coatt 
the  act  of  Congress. 

The  constitutionality  of  this  law  was,  in  £bs  parte  £\ 
Albany  Law  «/oumoi  369,  considered  and  affirmed,  with 
exception,  by  the  Conrt  uf  Common  Pleas  of  Lazeme 
Judge  Han^ley  said :  "  We  must,  therefore,  hold  that  th( 
1878,  relative  to  fugitives  from  justice,  is  constitutional 
only  that  portion  of  the  second  section  which  limits  the  r 
the  accused  to  the  mere  question  of  identity  when  brongb 
a  judge  of  a  court  of  record  on  kaheaa  corpus."  The  jn( 
that  the  court  might  go  beyond  this  question,  and  exam 
determine  other  questions  relating  to  the  lawfulness 
custody. 

7.  The  Laws  of  Ohio. —  The  Legislature  of  Ohio,  bj 
of  February  2,  18S4,  amended  section  95  of  the  Revised 
of  Ohio,  so  that  the  section  should  read  as  follows : 

The  G-ovemor,  in  any  case  authorize^  by  the  Conetit 
the  United  States,  may,  on  demand,  deliver  over  to  the  e 
authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  any  person 
tlicrein  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime  committed 
and  he  may,  on  application,  appoint  an  agent  to  demant 
executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  anj 
charged  with  felony  who  has  fled  from  justice  in  this  St 
such  demand  or  application  must  bo  accompanied  by  aw 
dence  that  the  party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  jnstice,  i 
tiie  demand  or  application  is  made  in  good  faith,  for  th« 
meut  of  crime,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  a 
pecuniary  malct,  or  of  removing  the  alleged  fugitive  to  a 
jurisdiction  with  a  view  there  to  serve  him  with  civil 
and  also  by  a  duly  attested  cojiy  of  an  indictment  or  a 
mittion,  or  duly  attested  copy  of  a  complaint  made  befon 
or  magistrate  authorized  to  take  the  same,  such  complaii 
accompanied  by  an  affidavit  or  affidavits  to  the  facts  com 
the  offense  charged,  by  persons  having  actual  knowledge 
the  same  shall  also  be  accompanied  by  a  statement  in 
from  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  proper  county  ■« 
briefly  set  forth  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  reputatioi 
party  or  parties  asking  such  requisition,  and  whethet 
opinion,  BUi.h  requisition  is  sought  from  improper  motiv 
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good  faith  to  enforce  the  criminal  laws  of  Ohio,  and  snch  further 
evidence  in  support  thereof  as  the  Governor  maj  require.  Fugitive 
convicts  shall  also  be  surrendered  and  demanded  upon  sworn 
evidence,  duly  authenticated,  satisfactory  to  the  Governor.  For 
issuing  snch  requisition,  fees  not  to  exceed  five  dollars  may  be 
charged." 

The  other  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  relating 

to  fugitives  from  justice,  provide  as  follows : 

"  Sec.  96,  When  such  demand  or  application  is  made,  the  at- 
torney-general, or  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  any  county,  shall, 
if  the  Governor  requires  it,  forthwith  investigate  the  grounds 
thereof,  and  report  to  the  Governor  all  the  material  facts  which 
may  come  to  his  knowledge,  with  an  abstract  of  the  evidence  in 
the  case  —  and,  especiallv  in  case  of  a  person  demanded,  whether 
lie  is  held  in  custody  or  is  under  recognizance  to  answer  for  any 
oflEense  against  the  laws  of  this  State,  or  by  force  of  any  civil  pro- 
cess—  with  an  opinion  as  to  the  legality  and  necessity  of  comply- 
ing^ with  the  demand  or  application. 

Sec.  97.  If,  in  case  of  demand  for  the  surrender  of  a  person 
charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  another  State  or  Territory, 
the  Governor  decides  that  it  is  proper  to  comply  with  the  demand, 
he  shall  issue  a  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  such 
person  so  charged  may  be  found,  commanding  him  forthwith  to 
arrest   and   bnng  such  person  before  a  judge  of  the  supreme 
court  or  a  judge  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  this  State,  to  be 
examined  on  the  charge ;  and  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant  by 
the  sheriff,  with  the  person  so  charged  in  custody,  the  judge  be- 
fore whom  the  person  so  arrested  is  brought,  and  to  whom  the 
-warrant  is  returned,  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  examine  such  charge, 
and,  upon  proof  made  in  such  examination  by  him  adjudged 
sufficient,  snail  commit  such  person  to  the  jail  of  the  county  in 
\%^liich  such  examination  is  so  had,  for  a  reasonable  time  to  be 
fixed  by  the  judge  in  the  order  of  commitment,  and  thereupon 
shall  cause  notice  to  be  given  to  the  executive  authority  making 
such  demand,  or  to  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  such  executive 
authority  appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive;  and,  on  payment  of 
El  11  costs  by  such  agent,  such  fugitive  shall  be  deliverea  to  him, 
to  be  thence  removed  to  the  proper  place  for  prosecution ;  and 
'f  Buch  agent  does  not  appear  within  the  time  so  fixed,  and  pay 
:;Iio  costs  as  aforesaid,  the  sheriff  shall  discharge  the  person  so 
inprisoned. 

aSec  7156.  When  anaiBdavit  is  filed  before  a  judge  of  a  court  of 
roixinion  pleas^  or  judge  of  probate  or  police  court,  or  a  justice  of 
lie  peace,  setting  forth  that  a  person  charged  with  the  commission 
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of  an  offense  a^inst  the  laws  of  any  other  Ptate,  or  of  i 
Territories  of  the  United  States,  and  which,  if  the  act 
cominitted  in  this  State,  wunld,  by  the  laws  thereof,  ha^ 
crime,  is,  at  the  time  of  tiling  such  affidavit,  within  tli 
where  the  same  ie  filed,  such  judge  or  justice  of  the  pt 
issue  his  warrant,  directed  to  the  aheriff  or  any  constab 
comity,  commanding  him  forthwith  to  arrest  and  brii 
him  tlie  person  so  ciiarged. 

Sea  7157,  When  a  person  is  arrested  in  pnrsnance  of 
ceding  section  and  brought  before  the  otficer  who  if 
warrant,  the  officer  shall  hear  and  examine  euch  charge, 
proof  by  him  adjudged  to  bo  sufficient,  commit  such  | 
the  jail  of  the  county  in  wliich  such  examination  is  had, 
him  to  be  delivered  to  a  suitable  person  to  be  removed  h 
snch  judge  or  justice  of  the  proper  county  in  which  to  I 
exammation,  who  shall  take  the  same,  and  proceed  as  if 
rant  had  been  issued  by  him. 

Sec.  7158.  When  a  person  is  committed  to  jail  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  under  the  preceding  section,  such 
justice  of  the  peace  shall  forthwith  give  notice,  by  lettei 
wise,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  snch  offense 
mitted,  or  to  the  person  injured  by  such  offense ;  and  t 
fio  committed  Bhall  be  detained  longer  in  jail  than  is 
to  allow  a  reasonable  time  to  the  person  so  notified,  a 
receive  such  notice,  to  apply  for  and  obtain  the  proper  r 
for  the  person  so  committed." 

These  sections  are  supplemented  by  the  following  ex 
remarks  prepared  by  the  executive  department,  as  a 
practice : 

1.  With  the  exception  of  what  is  mentioned  in  the  i 
graph,  tlte  papers  required  by  the  statutes  of  Ohio  to  b< 
to  a  requisition  are  the  same  as  are  required  by  the  sta 
regulations  of  other  States  and  the  statutes  of  the  Unit 
There  must  be  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  information,  or  < 
upon  which  the  requisition  is  based,  duty  authenticated 
to  say,  a  copy  of  an  indictment  or  information,  certifi 
euch  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the  original  ia  1 
copy  of  a  complaint,  certified  to  be  such  by  the  ma^ 
whose  office  the  original  ia  £led,  and  the  official  characl 
magistrate  certified  oy  the  clerk  of  court  or  other  prop« 

2.  The  exception  referred  to  in  the  preceding  parftgra] 
in  a  case  of  complaint,  the  copy  of  the  instrument  mi 
companied  by  "an  affidavit,  or  affidavits,  to  the  facts  coi 
the  offense  charged,  by  persons  having  actual  knowledge 
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The  General  Assembly  intended  by  this  requirement  to  provide 
against  imposition  in  cases  which  have  not  been  investigated  by 
a  grand  jury,  and  to  secure,  under  oath,  such  evidence  as  would 
justify  an  indictment,  and  as  shall  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  as 
to  the  guilt  of  the  accused  and  the  character  of  the  offense.  The 
aiSidavit  or  aflSdavits  should  set  forth  all  known  facts  and  circum* 
stances  having  a  bearing  upon  the  case. 

3.  The  word  "  information,"  in  section  95,  refers  only  to  infor- 
mations filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court,  upon  which 
crimes  are  prosecuted  in  lieu  of  indictments.  In  some  States, 
affidavits  which,  in  Ohio,  are  known  as  oomplairUa^  are  termed  inr 
fcmuxtiana.  These  are  treated  as  complaints,  and  copies  thereof 
must  be  accompanied  by  ^^  an  affidavit  or  affidavits  to  the  facts 
constituting  the  offense  charged,''  etc.,  as  stated  above. 

4.  In  all  cases  an  affidavit  substantially  as  follows  is  required : 
That  the  person  for  whom  the  req^uisition  is  made  is  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  and  that  the  requisition  for  his  extradition  is  made 
in  goda  faith,  with  the  sole  intent  to  prosecute  him  for  the  offense 
charged,  and  not  to  secure  his  presence  in  the  demanding  State 
with  the  view  there  to  serve  him  with  civil  process,  nor  for  any 
other  private  purpose.  This  seems  to  be  required  by  all  the 
States.  ^ 

5.  Judges  before  whom  alleged  fugitives  are  taken  for  examin- 
ation require  either  duplicates  or  copies  of  all  papers  attached  to 
a  requisition.  It  is  a  saving  of  both  time  and  expense  when 
agents  are  supplied  with  duplicates  before  leaving  home,  as  the 
necessity  of  making  copies  is  avoided. 

6.  Sections  7156, 7157,  and  7158  provide  for  the  arrest  of  fu^> 
lives  in  the  absence  of  an  extradition  warrant,  and  their  commit- 
ment for  a  reasonable  time  to  apply  for  and  obtain  a  requisition. 
When  there  is  danger  of  the  escape  of  a  fugitive  before  he  can 
be  served  with  an  extradition  warrant,  it  is  suggested  that  the 
agent  request  the  Ohio  officer  with  whom  he  is  in  communication 
to  proceed  under  said  sections. 

Ab  to  the  eharacter  and  validity  of  this  legislation,  the  follow- 
ing observations  are  submitted : 

(1.)  The  provisions,  contained  in  sections  7156, 7157,  and  7158, 
relate  to  a  preliminary  arrest  and  detention  of  fugitive  criminals 
by  the  warrant  of  judicial  magistrates,  and,  like  similar  provisions 
in  the  laws  of  Massachusetts,  New  York,  and  other  States,  operate 
upon  the  case  before  the  Oonstitution  or  the  law  of  Congress  has 
any  application  to  it.  There  can  be  no  constitutional  objection 
to  these  provisions. 
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(2.)  Section  95  coiifera  authority  upon  the  Governoi 
in  the  case  stated,  and  Bubject  to  the  conditions  epecifi 
authority  is  to  be  exercised  "  in  any  case  authorized  b] 
stitution  of  the  United  States."  The  reference  here  is 
tradition  provision  of  that  Constitution.  No  refereno 
to  the  law  of  Congress  enacted  for  the  cxecntion  of  th 
ion,  and  considered  as  defining  the  "case" had  in  view. 

The  authority  given  by  the  section  is  twofold  in  it* 
action.  The  first  form  is  that  of  delivering,  on  dema: 
executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  s 
chained  therein  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime  < 
therein  ;  and  the  second  is  that  of  appointing  an  agent 
of  the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Ter 
person  charged  with  felony  who  has  fled  from  the  jostie 
In  the  first  form  the  whole  gronnd,  as  to  crime,  covei 
Constitution,  is  specified  ;  and,  in  the  second  form,  the  < 
authority  as  given,  is  limited  to  felony.  This  limitatio 
is  not  reqnired  by  the  Constitution  or  by  the  law  of 
and  yet  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  legisUtm 
had  the  right  to  confine  the  action  of  the  Governor  of 
to  cases  of  felony,  when  demanding  the  surrender  t 
criminals  from  other  States  or  Territories.  Neither  thi 
tion  nor  the  law  of  Congress  imposes  the  demand  at  al 
Governor  of  any  State  or  Territory.  Both  leave  the  c 
his  discretion,  and  this  discretion  the  legislature  may  n 

The  power  given  to  the  Governor  of  Ohio  in  this  se 
in  the  case  stated  therein,  is  qualified  by  the  following  o 

{a.)  The  demand  for  the  deli  very  of  a  f  ngiti  ve  criminal 
to  the  Governor  by  the  Governor  of  some  other  State  or 
or  the  application  to  the  Governor  to  appoint  an  agent  to 
demand  upon  the  executive  authority  of  some  othe 
Territory,  mast  "  be  accompanied  by  sworn  evidenot 
party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice."  This  provi 
the  exact  words  used  in  the  law  of  Ufassachneetts,  and 
have  been  borrowed  from  that  law. 

The  law  of  Congress,  while  specifying  the  manner 
and  authenticating  tho  charge  of  crime,  contains  no  ex 
vision  as  to  this  specific  question,  and  in  regard  to  this 
tho  Supremo  Court  of  Alabama,  in  Bohr's  Gatet  3 
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JLaw  Journal^  457  said :  ^^  The  better  view  seems  to  ns  to  be 
that  one  of  the  purposes  of  pretermitting  express  Congressional 
legislation  on  this  point  was  to  refer  the  matter  to  executive 
determination,  subject  to  review  by  habeas  corpus  in  the  conrts 
in  all  proper  cases." 

The  question  whether  the  accused  party  is  actually  a  fugitive 
from  justice  is  jurisdictional,  and  the  fact  must  be  shown  by  legal 
evidence,  or  no  case  for  extradition  under  the  Constitution  and 
the  law  of  Congress  will  exist.  The  law  of  Ohio  declares  that 
this  must  be  shown  by  "  sworn  evidence,"  without  further  speci- 
fying the  evidence,  and  it  is  difficult,  in  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
press provision  by  Congress  on  the  subject,  to  see  any  objection 
to  such  a  law.  It  simply  makes  a  rule  for  the  Governor,  whether 
in  demanding  or  surrendering  fugitive  criminals,  where  Congress 
has  made  no  rule,  and  where  lie  would  otherwise  be  under  the 
necessity  of  making  a  rule  for  himself. 

(6.)  The  demand  or  application  must  be  accompanied  by  sworn 
evidence  that  the  one  or  the  other,  as  the  case  may  be,  ^^  is  made 
in  good  faith,  for  the  punishment  of  crime,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  collecting  a  debt  or  pecuniary  mulct,  or  of  removing  the 
alleged  fugitive  to  a  foreign  jurisdiction  with  a  view  there  to 
serve  him  with  a  civil  process."  There  is  no  difficulty  with  this 
provision  when  the  Governor  of  Ohio  is  asked  to  make  a  requisi- 
tion upon  the  Governor  of  another  State  or  Territory  for  the 
delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  since  in  such  a  case,  neither  the 
Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congress  imposes  any  duty  upon 
Lim,  or  furnishes  any  rule  by  which  he  shall  decide  the  point 
He  may  make  a  rule  for  himself  in  the  absence  of  one  made  by 
the  legislature  of  the  State. 

How  then  does  the  case  stand  when,  under  the  Constitution 
find  the  law  of  Congress,  a  demand  is  addressed  to  the  Governor 
of  Ohio  by  the  Governor  of  some  other  State  or  Territory  f  Must 
-that  demand  be  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  in  regard  to  the 
**  good  faith  "  of  the  proceedings  ?  Must  the  Governor  making 
'the  demand  thus  prove  that  he  is  not  seeking  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  % 
"Would  the  absence  of  such  evidence,  in  a  given  case,  invalidate 
-the  whole  proceedings,  and  entitle  the  party,  if  arrested,  to  a  dis- 
oharge  on  hdbeaa  corpus  f 

42 
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We  are  not  aware  of  any  reported  case  in  which  thi 
point  was  considered  and  determined  hy  a  court.  The 
Court  of  Ohio,  in  Compton  v.  Wilder,  29  Albany  Lav> 
23%  incidentally  alladed  to  that  part  of  section  95  of  the 
StatQteB  of  that  State,  now  under  consideration,  Ba"&  lav 
ling  the  action  of  the  Goremor,"  but  did  not  pass  upon 
tioQ,  since  this  point  was  not  before  the  court 

It  is  clear,  however,  tliat  no  such  evidence  aa  to  "  goo 
etc.,  is  required  by  the  Constitution  or  the  law  of  Con 
order  to  make  the  case  in  which  the  law  ioipoees  the  o 
of  delivery  upon  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or ' 
to  which  the  accused  party  has  fled.  The  law  assumes 
demanding  Governor  will  act  in  "  good  faith,"  but  doe 
quire  "sworn  evidence  "  to  prove  this  fact. 

It  ia  equally  clear  that  when  the  proceedings  in  an  ex 
case  are,  under  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congreas, 
to  establish  the  obligation  of  delivery,  they  cannot  be  : 
Butiiuient  by  the  local  law  of  a  State.  If  they  are  suS 
one  State,  they  must  be  equally  so  in  every  State.  1 
upon  the  supremo  law  of  the  land,  and  no  State  can  con 
ally  so  legislate  as  to  defeat  their  operation,  or  interfere ' 
operation.  It  is  exceedingly  difficult,  if  not  impossible 
moaize  this  provision  about  "  good  faith  "  with  the  law 
gress.  It  is  certainly  in  excess  of  that  law,  and  annexe 
condition  to  the  obligation  of  delivery. 

(o.)  The  demand  or  complaint  must  be  accompanie 
duly  '  attested  copy  of  an  indictment  or  an  infc 
or  duly  attested  copy  of  a  complaint  made  before  a 
magistrate  authorized  to  take  the  same."  This,  ia  its 
substance,  is  similar  to  the  provision  found  in  the  law  of  ( 
The  language  is  different  in  the  two  cases,  but  the  meani 
same  in  both.  The  "  complaint "  mentioned  in  the  one  is  I 
davit"  mentioned  in  the  other,  by  which  the  complaint 
An  "information  "  is  not  spoken  of  in  the  law  of  Congre 
certain  cases  it  is  the  legal  equivalent  of  an  indictment,  ai 
the  same  pnrposa  The  law  of  Ohio  requires  a  duly  anthi 
copy  of  the  indictment  or  information,  or  of  the  compk 
makes  the  cbai^  of  crime,  and  the  law  of  Congress  rec 
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same,  with  the  provision  that  the  authentication  shall  be  by  the 
certificate  of  the  demanding  Governor.  There  is  here  no  conflict 
between  the  two  laws  as  to  the  mode  of  charging  the  crime. 

(d.)  If  the  charge  of  crime  is  made  by  a  complaint,  then  tliis 
complaint  must  be  ^^  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  or  affidavits  to 
the  facts  constituting  the  offense  charged,  by  persons  having  actual 
knowledge  thereof."  This  provision,  like  the  similar  one  in  the  law 
of  Massachusetts,  is  in  addition  to  the ''  affidavit  made  before  a  mag- 
istrate" required  by  the  law  of  Congress.  The  law  of  Congress 
makes  the  certified  copy  of  the  affidavi  t,setting  forth  the  facts  which 
constitute  the  offense,  and  in  this  way  charging  the  crime,  sufficient 
to  establish  the  obligation  of  delivery.  The  law  of  Ohio,  how- 
ever, adds  to  this  affidavit  or  complaint  another  affidavit  or  affi- 
davits setting  forth  the  same  facts,  and  makes  this  neces- 
sary, not  only  when  the  Governor  of  that  State  demands  the 
delivery  of  a  fugitive  crimmal,  but  also  when  he  is  requested  by 
the  Governor  of  another  State  or  Territory  to  deliver  up  such  a 
criminal. 

There  is,  of  course,  no  constitutional  objection  to  this  provision 
ivhen  the  Governor  of  Ohio  demands  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive 
criminal  from  another  State,  since  then  the  rights  of  that  State 
are  not  involved  in  the  requirement.     But  when  the  demand  is 
addressed  by  the  Governor  of  another  State  to  the  Governor  of 
Ohio,  then,  according  to  this  provision,  the  "  affidavit  made  before 
a  magistrate"  provided  for  by  the  law  of  Congress,  will  not  be 
sufficient,  unless  it  be  supplemented  by  the  ^^  affidavit  or  affidavits  " 
provided  for  by  the  law  of  Ohio.     This  is  an  attempt  by  the  local 
law  of  a  State  to  add,  in  respect  to  the  action  of  that  State,  to 
the  conditions  of  the  obligation  of  delivery  established  by  the 
Bupreme  law  of  the  land,  which  law  is  alike  applicable  and  author- 
itative in  all  the  States.    It  is  an  attempt  to  change  this  law  as 
the  rule  by  which  the  Governor  of  Ohio  is  to  be  controlled  in 
delivering  up  fugitive  criminals,  and  hence  as  the  rule  by  which 
the  Governors  of  other  States  are  to  be  controlled  in  asking  for  a 
delivery  from  the  Governor  of  Ohio.     It  will  not  be  sufficient 
for  them  to  comply  with  the  law  of  Congress,  unless  they  also 
comply  with  this  particular  in  the  law  of  Ohio.     This  we  regard 
as  a  grave  objection  to  the  provision. 

(e.)  '^  The  same  shall  also  be  accompanied  by  a  statement  in 
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writing  from  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  proper  coo 
shall  briefly  set  forth  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  repiil 
the  party  or  parties  asking  Buch  requisition,  and  whethe 
opinion,  such  requisitioD  ia  Bought  from  improper  motir 
good  faith  to  enforce  the  criminal  laws  of  Ohio,  and  sncl 
evidence  in  support  thereof  as  the  Governor  may  require 

The  conDectioQ,  in  which  the  worda  "  the  same  "  occu 
that  they  refer  to  a  ease  in  wliich  the  charge  of  crime  is  : 
a  "complaint;**  and  the  contents  of  thia  provision  also  si 
the  provision  itself  refers  to  a  case  in  which  the  Gov 
Ohio  is  asked  to  issue  his  requisition  for  the  delivery  of 
who,  being  charged  with  felony,  liae  fled  from  the  justice 
State,  and  whose  extradition  is  professedly  sought  toenforc 
him  "  the  cHminal  laws  of  Ohio."  Assuming  this  to  be 
rect  construction  of  the  language,  then  tliere  can  be  no 
to  the  power  of  the  legislature  thus  to  provide,  since  the 
ion  touches  no  point  established  by  the  Constitution  or 
of  Congress.  It  simply  regulates  the  action  of  the  Gov 
Ohio  in  making  a  demand  for  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  > 
and  not  in  complying  with  one, 

The  provision  in  the  law  of  Massachusetts  relating  i 
further  evidence  in  support  thereof  as  the  Governor  may  i 
also  applies  ouly  to  a  case  iu  which  a  "  compl^nt "  is  ma 
unlike  the  provision  in  the  law  of  Ohio,  it  applies  to  sue 
whether  the  Governor  of  Massachusetts  demands  the  del 
a  fugitive  criminal,  or  is  requested  to  deliver  up  such  a  ( 
The  legislation,  when  applied  in  the  latter  of  thes 
is  simply  astonishing.  It  authorizes  the  Governor  of  U 
setts,  in  the  case  of  a  complaint  in  which  tie  is  asked  U 
up  a  fugitive  criminal,  not  only  to  act  upon  tlie  evide: 
ecribed  by  the  law  of  Congress  and  by  the  law  of  that  Si 
also  to  require  "  snch  further  evidence  in  support "  of  t 
plaint  as  he  may  think  necessary  or  expedient. 

This  makes  a  rule  for  him  as  to  "  evidence,"  and  thei 
him  to  make  any  rule  that  he  pleases  to  make  for  himself 
that  rule  as  to  "  further  evidence,"  when  considering  the  i 
whether  he  will  or  will  not  deliver  up  a  fugitive  criminal 
not  possible  to  harmonize  the  provision  with  the  law  of  0 
That  law,  as  to  the  charge  of  crime,  prescribes  the  evideuc 
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the  Governor  of  every  State  and  Territory,  when  asked  to  deliver 
up  a  fugitive  criminal,  is  bound  to  regard  as  sufficient,  and  no 
Governor  and  no  State  can  have  any  authority  for  demanding 
more  evidence  than  is  there  prescribed. 

(/.)  "  Fugitive  convicts  shall  also  be  so  surrendered  and  de- 
manded upon  sworn  evidence,  duly  authenticated,  satisfactory 
to  the  Governor."  The  law  of  Congress  does  not  in  express 
terms  apply  to  a  convict,  and  it  does  not  in  such  terms  exclude 
its  application  to  a  convict  One  convicted  of  crime,  and  escap- 
ing from  custody,  does  not  cease  to  be  '^  charged  "  with  crime,  by 
the  fact  of  his  conviction,  and  the  evidence  upon  which  he  might 
be  arrested  and  delivered  up  before  conviction,  ought  to  be  suffi- 
cient after  conviction.  The  law  of  Ohio  leaves  the  question  with 
the  discretion  of  the  Governor  acting  ^'  upon  sworn  evidence,  duly 
authenticated." 

(g.)  ^^  For  issuing  such  requisition  fees  not  to  exceed  five  dol- 
lars may  be  charged."  This  is  a  matter  of  domestic  regulation 
within  the  exclusive  province  of  the  legislation  of  that  State. 

(3.)  Section  96  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  Ohio  is  borrowed, 
almost  in  exact  words,  from  section  2  of  chapter  177  of  the  Gen- 
eral Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  and  simply  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the  Attorney-General  of  the  State,  or  the  prosecuting  officer  of 
any  county  at  the  Governor's  request,  to  aid  him  in  the  examina- 
tion of  a  case,  whether  it  be  a  demand  addressed  to  him  or  an 
application  to  him  for  a  requisition  to  be  addressed  to  the  Gover- 
nor of  some  other  State  or  Territory.  Such  a  law  raises  no  question 
ajs  to  its  constitutional  validity. 

(4. )  Section  97  of  these  statutes  relates  entirely  to  the  proced- 
ure to  be  adopted  in  delivering  up  a  fugitive  criminal  when  the 
Governor  of  Ohio  has  decided  "  that  it  is  proper  to  comply  with 
tlie  demand "  for  such  deliverv.  The  Governor  is  directed  to 
issae  his  warrant  to  the  Sheriff  of  the  proper  county,  and  the 
Sheriff  having  arrested  the  party,  is  directed  to  bring  him  before 
tlie  Judge  designated  in  the  section.  The  Judge  is  then  to  hear 
jLnd  examine  the  charge  against  this  party,  and  if  deciding  the 
:>r'oof  to  be  sufficient,  he  is  to  commit  the  party  to  prison  for  a 
-c3asonable  time,  to  be  fixed  in  the  order  of  commitment,  and  to 
^ive  the  notice  specified.  The  party  is  then  to  be  delivered  up 
the  agent  of  the  demanding  State  or  Territory,  if  he  appears 
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■within  the  time  ao  specified  and  pays  all  costs,  and 
nut  appear  within  this  time  and  pay  the  costs,  the  Sh 
discharge  the  party. 

This  differs  very  materially  from  the  proTision  ma 
second  section  of  the  act  of  May  2i,  1878,  enacted  by  t 
ture  of  Pennsylvania,  which  directs  the  Sheriff  to  brinj 
arrested  before  a  Judge  of  a  court  of  record,  and  give 
right  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  on  the  question 
tity,  and  limits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Judge  to  the  det< 
of  that  question.  Tlie  Ohio  lav  anthorizes  the  Jud< 
whom  the  party  is  brought,  to  hear  and  examine  the  w 
after  the  Governor  has  decided  it  to  be  a  proper  one  i 
pliaaco  with  the  demand,  and  provides  for  the  actual  d( 
the  party  only  in  the  event  that  tho  Judge  slisll  deem 
sutBcient.  The  proceeding  before  the  Judge  is  not  that 
corpus,  but  direct  in  its  character,  and  the  question  wl 
party  shall  be  delivered  up  or  not  depends,  under  this 
tho  decietoa  of  the  Judge  wlio  liears  the  case  after  the 
has  decided  it  to  be  a  proper  one  for  delivery.  The 
effect,  reviews  the  Governor's  decision. 

The  grave  difficulty  with  this  proceeding  before  tlie 
provided  for  in  the  statute,  is  tliat  it  is  not  cousistettt 
law  of  Congress.  Chief  Justice  Bootli,  in  The  State  v. 
4  Harriug.  577,  said :  "  The  right  and  the  power  unde 
stitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  tirst  section  of  t 
Congress  of  17d3,  to  demand,  arrest,  commit  and  gurre 
tiveefrom  jnatice,  are  Bxclnsively  vested  in,  and  confii 
executive  authonty  of  tlie  State  from  wliich  tho  fa 
escaped,  and  that  of  the  State  where  he  has  taken  refoj 

This  is  plain  on  the  very  face  of  the  \aw,  and  if  so, 
decision  of  the  Governor  to  deliver  up  a  fugitive  crir 
his  warrant  issued  in  pursuance  thereof,  are  tinal  as  to  t 
of  the  case,  unless,  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus, 
be  nullilied  and  made  of  no  effect  on  t)ie  ground  of  so] 
ity.  Tlie  law  of  Ohio,  however,  places  the  decision  o 
on  the  merits  of  a  case,  between  the  decision  of  the 
and  the  delivery  of  the  fugitive,  and  provides  for  the  del 
in  the  event  that  the  Judge  ehall,  after  hearing  ant 
ing  the  charge,  hold  the  evidence  to  be  sufficient.     Th 
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the  section  is  clearly  not  consistent  with  either  the  letter  or  the 
intent  of  the  law  of  Congress.  It  gives  a  jurisdiction  to  a  Judge 
where  that  law  has  given  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  the  Governor, 
The  law  of  Congress  fixes  the  period  of  six  months  as  the  time 
in  which  the  prisoner  after  his  arrest  may  be  detained  for  deliv- 
ery, and  provides  that  if  the  agent  of  the  demanding  State  or 
Territory  does  not  appear  within  this  time  to  receive  him  into 
custody,  the  prisoner  may  be  discharged.  The  law  of  Ohio,  how- 
ever, authorizes  the  Judge  before  whom  the  prisoner  is  brought 
to  fix  the  time  in  his  discretion,  simply  saying  that  the  detention 
shall  be  "  for  a  reasonable  time,'*  which  is  plainly  not  consistent 
with  the  law  of  Congress. 

The  result,  reached  by  this  examination  of  the  extradition  laws 
of  Ohio,  is  that  these  laws  contain  some  provisions  that  are  legiti- 
mate and  unobjectionable,  and  also  other  provisions  that  are  open 
to  serious  objections  on  constitutional  grounds.  It  is  assumed,  in 
coming  to  this  conclusion,  that  the  law  of  Congress  is  constitu- 
tional, since  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  so  de- 
clared, and  hence  that  no  State  law  inconsistent  with  it,  or  cal- 
culated to  impair  its  operation,  can  be  constitutional.  In  such  a 
case  the  Governor  of  a  State  is  bound  by  the  former  rather  than 
by  the  latter  law. 

(5.)  There  is  a  question  which,  before  dismissing  this  comment 
on  the  extradition  laws  of  Ohio,  deserves  to  be  considered.     That 
question  is  this :  If  the  preliminary  proceedings  in  the  State  of 
Ohio,  required  by  these  laws,  but  not  required  by  the  extradition 
provision  of  the  Constitution  or  by  the  law  of  Congress,  and,  con- 
sequently, in  excess  of  the  requirements  of  the  latter,  have  not  all 
"been  taken  in  a  case  in  which  the  Governor  of  that  State  has  been 
dsked  to  demand  and  has  demanded  and  obtained,  from  the  Gov- 
omor  of  another  State,  the  aiTest  and  delivery  of  a  fugitive  crim- 
inal, would  this  omission  in  the  proceedings  to  comply  with  all 
the  extradition  regulations  in  the  law  of  Ohio  render  the  whole 
procedure  unlawful,  and  entitle  the  criminal,  after  being  brought 
into  .the  State  of  Ohio,  to  a  discharge  from  custody  on  habeas  cor- 
pus t 

There  is  no  reported  case,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  that  answers 
i:.liis  precise  question.  Looking  at  the  matter,  however,  in  the 
Agtit  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the 
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laws  of  Ohio,  the  proper  answer  voald  seem  to  be  tl 
preliminary  proceedings  taken  in  Ohio  fulfilled  the  req 
of  the  GonstitaUon  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  inclnd 
in  a  legal  ehowing  that  the  party  demanded  and  deliver 
sctiiallj  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  Ohio,  the  castod 
quired  wonld  be  lawful,  and  any  court  in  Ohio,  hav 
diction  of  the  crime  charged,  would  have  the  legal  rig! 
and  try  the  party  for  the  same. 

If  it  bo  true,  as  it  wonld  be  according  to  the  euppositi 
that  the  procedure  by  which  the  party  was  brought  i 
was,  in  some  respects,  in  violation,  by  omission,  of  tli 
that  State,  it  would  be  just  as  tnie,  according  to  the  ans 
given,  that  this  procedure  was  in  conformity  with  the  Co 
and  laws  of  tlie  United  States ;  aud  this  would  be  sn 
sustain  the  lawfulness  of  tlie  extradition  and  resnltiof 
whether  all  the  conditions  of  getting  the  party  into  ( 
scribed  by  the  laws  of  tliat  State,  had  been  complied  wi 
The  party  would  bo  brought  back  to  Ohio  nndor  the  ] 
and  witli  the  sanction  of  "  tlie  supremo  law  of  the  laud  ; 
fact  would  not  be  set  aside,  or  rendered  inofiectnal,  h^ 
observance  of  local  regulations  in  that  State  which  are 
this  "  supreme  law." 

Moreover,  the  regiilatious,  in  the  laws  of  Ohio,  with 
the  matter  of  "good  faith,"  the  supplementary  "af 
affidavits"  in  a  case  of  complaint,  and  the  "rcpntat 
"motives"  of  the  party  or  parties  seeking  extrsditioE 
plaint,  which  are  to  bo  observed  by  the  Governor  of  0 
demanding  furtive  criminals  from  the  Governors  of  ott 
and  which  are  not  fonnd  in  the  Gonstitutiou  and  lav 
United  States,  are  not  to  be  taken  as  jurisdictional  regi 
the  sense  that,  if  they  are  not  cocnplied  with  in  the  actu 
of  extradition,  this  one  fact  will  render  the  whole  procei 
and  void,  and  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  Ohi 
and  try  the  extradited  party  for  the  crime  charged  aga 
even  though  his  extradition  was  in  conformity  with  the 
tion  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  These  regnlatio 
made  by  the  legislature  of  Ohio,  and  not  being  nnconi 
when  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals  is  to  that  St 
be  observed  by  Ohio  Governors  when  demanding  such 
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from  the  Governors  of  other  States ;  but  their  non-observance 
will  not  invalidate  an  extradition  that  is  valid  according  to  "  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land." 

The  case  is  different  in  respect  to  the  regulation  which  relates 
to  the  question  whether  the  party  is  a  fugitive  from  justice  or  not, 
since  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  make  this  a 
jurisdictional  question,  while  neither  specifies  the  manner  in  which 
the  fact  shall  be  shown.  If  the  fact  is  not  shown  by  legal  evidence, 
then  a  State  Governor  has  no  jurisdiction  either  to  demand  or 
deliver  up  an  accused  party ;  and  if  a  party,  in  the  absence  of 
such  showing,  has  been  arrested  and  is  in  custody,  he  is  entitled 
to  a  discharge  on  haheas  corpus^  whether  he  is  in  the  State  from 
which  he  was  demanded,  or  has  been  removed  to  the  State  de- 
manding him.  A  State  law,  requiring  the  legal  showing  of  this 
fact,  simply  requires  the  showing  of  a  jurisdictional  fact.  No 
process  of  extradition,  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  can  be  valid  without  such  a  showing. 

In  a  word,  while  the  legislature  of  Ohio,  or  of  any  other  State, 
may,  in  its  discretion,  regulate  the  action  of  the  Governor  thereof 
in  demanding  the  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals,  and  while  the 
Governor,  in  making  such  demands,  should  follow  regulations 
thus  made,  rather  than  take  his  own  judgment  as  the  exclusive 
guide,  their  non-observance  in  a  given  case  will  not  make  the 
extradition  unlawful,  and  entitle  the  party  to  a  discharge  on  hab- 
eas carpusj  provided  that  the  extradition  is  lawful  according  to 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  The  latter  law- 
fulness is  the  supreme  lawfulness,  and  settles  the  rightfulness  of 
the  custody. 

8.  The  Laws  of  Delaware. — The  Act  of  the  legislature  of 
Delaware,  March  9,  1883,  chapter  223,  is,  with  slight  variations, 
a  reproduction  of  the  extradition  laws  of  Ohio ;  and  the  preceding 
observations  in  regard  to  the  latter  apply  with  equal  force  to  the 
former. 

9.  The  Laws  of  California.—  The  Codes  and  Statutes  of  Cal- 
ifornia, 1876,  vol.  2,  pp.  1385, 1386,  contain  a  series  of  provisions 
relating  to  fugitive  criminals,  one  of  which  imposes  the  duty  of 
their  delivery  upon  the  Governor  of  the  State,  in  the  circumstances 

43 
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specified  by  the  Oonstitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States. 
Other  provisions  relate  to  the  arrest  and  detention  of  such  crimi- 
nals by  civil  magistrates,  before  they  have  been  demanded,  in 
order  that  they  may  be  delivered  ap,  if  demanded,  in  accordance 
with  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  California,  in  JScjxirte  Ovbreth^  49  Ca.. 
436,  held  that  the  law,  "  authorizing  the  arrest  of  a  fugitive  from 
justice  who  has  fled  from  another  State,  before  a  demand  for  Lis 
surrender  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he 
fled,  and  his  detention  for  a  reasonable  time  to  afford  an  oppor- 
tunity for  such  executive  demand,  is  not  in  conflict  with  tLe 
second  section  of  article  four  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Unitei 
States."  The  Chief  Justice,  m  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said: 

"  That  while  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  referred  to,  r^ 
quired  that  the  fugitive  should  be  surrendered  upon  the  deman  I 
of  the  executive  of  the  State  in  which  the  crime  is  chai^ged  t.» 
have  been  committed,  it  did  not  otherwise,  or  in  the  absence  o: 
the  executive  demand,  undertake  to  define  the  duties  or  limit  th? 
authority  of  the  State  within  which  the  fixative  from  justii-e 
might  be  found.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  no: 
assume  to  deal  with  tlie  question,  before  the  proper  executive 
demand  shall  liave  been  made,  while,  upon  the  otner  hand,  tlie 
statute  provides  for  the  detencion  of  the  fugitive  for  a  reasonaV-Ie 
length  of  time  in  advance  of,  and  to  afford  an  opportunity  fi*r. 
the  executive  demand  upon  which  the  surrender  is  to  be  mado. 
*  *  *  *  The  paramount  constitutional  duty  of  the  State  t« 
make  the  surrender  upon  proper  executive  demand  was  in  nowi>.' 
in  confiict  with  its  reserved  power  to  deal  with  the  fugitive  in 
the  absence  of  such  demand." 

The  same  doctrine  was  adopted  by  the  court  in  Ea^  parte  R^ 
senblat^  51  Cal.  285. 

10*  The  Laws  of  Indiana.  —  The  laws  of  Indiana  provide, 
among  other  things,  that  the  fugitive  when  demanded,  and  ar- 
rested under  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  that  State,  shall,  It- 
fore  being  delivered  up,  be  brought  before  a  judicial  magistmrt', 
and  that  such  magistrate  shall  inquire  into  and  determine  tKv 
question  of  identity,  ordering  the  surrender  of  the  prisonei  if  li  .• 
be  found  to  be  the  person  demanded,  and  ordering  his  discharirc 
if  he  be  not  so  found. 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana  held,  in  Hobin^an  v.  FlamdcTB^ 
29  Ind.  10,  that,  inasmuch  as  Congress  liad  not  prescribed  the 
precise  steps  to  b^  taken  in  securing  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  the 
party  demanded,  it  was  competent  for  the  legislature  of  the  State 
to  adopt  such  reasonable  laws  on  the  subject  as  would  be  calcu- 
lated to  give  effect  to  the  obligation  imposed  by  the  Constitution, 
and  that,  to  this  end,  a  State  law  requiring  the  officer  making  the 
arrest  to  take  the  party  before  a  judge  for  the  purpose  of  identi- 
fication, and  also  the  judge  to  determine  this  question,  is  to  be 
deemed  valid. 

The  same  provision  is  made  by  law  in  the  General  Statutes  of 
Kentucky. 

These  examples  of  State  laws,  as  well  as  the  judicial  authorities 
above  cited,  are  sufficient  to  settle  the  question  that  such  legisla- 
tion, with  reference  to  fugitive  criminals,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  to  carry  its  extradition 
provision  into  effect,  is  both  permissible  and  proper.  The  States 
of  the  Union  h«ve  assumed  the  truth  of  this  general  proposition, 
and  acted  accordingly.  State  legislatures  and  State  courts  have 
not  understood  the  language  used  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  The  Comnuyiiwealih  of  Pennsylvania^ 
16  Pet.  539,  as  excluding  all  State  legislation  on  the  subject. 

The  reader,  by  consulting  the  Appendix  to  this  treatise,  will 
there  find  the  whole  body  of  State  extradition  laws.  Some  of 
these  laws,  as  lias  been  shown  in  examining  the  laws  of  Ohio, 
aie  not  consistent  with  the  Constitution  and*  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  when  this  is  the  fact,  they  are  of  no  force.  There 
aie,  however,  other  State  laws  to  which  this  objection  does  not 
apply ;  and  in  all  such  cases  the  laws  are  of  binding  authority,  and 
aie  to  be  executed  in  proceedings  for  extradition. 

The  Supremo  Court  of  the  United  States  has  in  no  instance 
rendered  a  positive  decision,  in  which  it  held  that  no  State  legis- 
lation on  the  subject  of  inter-State  extradition  is  allowable.  The 
fact  that  Congress  has  legislated  on  the  subject,  and  that  this  legis- 
lation is  constitutional,  makes  it  necessary  for  the  States  to  legis- 
late consistently  with  the  law  of  Congress ;  buc  this  does  not 
exclude  them  entirely  fiom  this  field  of  legislative  action 

11.  Power  of  State  Magistrates.  —  How  then  would  the 
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case  Btand  if  no  such  State  laws  were  enacted,  as  once 
fact  in  all  of  the  States}  Would  the  civil  magistracy,  ht 
general  power  of  issuing  warrants  of  arrest  for  alleged 
and,  on  proper  evidence,  committing  the  accused  party  t 
or  requiring  him  to  give  hail,  bo  authorized  in  the  abaen< 
cial  legislation  giving  the  authority,  to  exercise  this  powi 
arrest  of  fugitive  criminals  from  other  States  or  Territorit 
any  demand  for  their  delivery,  and  to  detain  them  for  i 
able  time,  in  order  that  a  requisition  in  due  form  might 
opon  the  executive  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  tl 
fled} 

The  State  courts  of  this  country  have  had  occasion  to 
this  question ;  and  the  following  cases  show  how  it  1 


In  The  PeopU  v.  S.  tSs  J.  Wright,  3  Gaines,  212,  whi 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  in  180i,  it  appe 
tlie  prisoners  were  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriS  on  a  he 
process,  and  that,  while  thus  held,  a  warrant  was  isenet 
them  by  a  police  magistrate  of  the  city  of  New  Tork, 
basis  of  an  indictment  found  in  Massachusetts  and  char^ 
witli  fraud  in  that  State.  The  District  Attorney  moved 
them  from  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  and  commit  them  1 
well.  The  court  replied :  "  We  cannot  do  it.  We  have 
diction  over  oEEenses  committed  in  other  States.  The  Cod 
points  out  a  mode  by  which  offenders,  flying  from  one  S 
another,  may  bo  claimed.  They  must  be  demanded  by  tl 
tive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  they  fled." 
'  This  decision  assumes  that  the  civil  magistracy  have  i 
to  arrest  and  detain  such  fugitive  criminals,  in  advance 
preliminary  to,  a  demand  for  their  delivery  by  the  prop* 
tive  anthority. 

In  The  People  v.  Schench,  2  Johns.  479  —  a  case  whi 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  in  1807  —  th 
showed  that  the  prisoner  had  been  indicted  in  the  Court 
eral  SeasionB  in  the  ci^  of  New  York  for  stealing  a  j 
that  the  jury  found  a  special  verdict  to  the  effect  that  he 
gun  in  New  Jersey,  and  then  brought  it  to  New  York 
there  offered  it  for  sale.     The  case  being  removed  to  the  f 
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Court  by  oertiorarij  the  court  ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  dis- 
charged on  the  indictmeuty  and  then  said :  ^'  But  we  think  it 
proper  to  order  that  he  be  detained  in  prison  for  three  weeks ; 
and  in  the  meantime  let  notice  be  given  to  the  executive  of  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  that  the  prisotier  is  detained  on  a  charge  of 
felony  committed  in  that  State ;  and  if  no  application  be  made 
for  the  delivery  of  the  prisoner  within  that  time,  he  must  be  dis- 
charged." Tlie  court  here  assumed  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose 
of  the  temporary  detention  of  the  prisoner  for  an  offense  com- 
mitted in  New  Jersey;  and  this  reversed  the  doctrine  stated  in 
the  previous  case. 

In  The  State  v.  Eowelly  K.  M.  Charlton,  120,  Judge  Charlton, 
in  answer  to  the  objection  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  arrested 
and  held  in  Georgia  for  an  offense  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
in  South  Carolina,  except  upon  the  requisition  of  the  Governor 
of  the  latter  State,  demanding  him  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  said : 
''  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  person  charged  with  felony  in  another 
State,  and  fleeing  to  this,  may,  upon  a  principle  of  comity  which 
obtains  in  such  cases  between  sovereign  States,  be  detained  for  a 
reasonable  period,  for  the  purpose  of  affording  time  for  an  appli- 
cation to  the  Governor  of  the  State  where  the  offense  is  charged 
to  have  been  committed,  to  make  the  demand  as  stated  in  the 
Constitution." 

This  case  occurred  in  1820 ;  and  in  1842  Judge  Henry,  of  the 
fiame  court,  in  The  State  v.  Loper^  Ga.  Decis.,  Part  II,  33,  held 
that  "  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  another  State  may  be  arrested 
liere,  and,  on  sufficient  evidence  of  guilt,  be  detained  in  custody 
:for  a  reasonable  time,  in  order  to  give  the  foreign  executive  an 
opportunity  to  make  a  regular  demand  for  his  delivery  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States."  The  Judge  rested  this 
opinion  on  "  the  law  of  nations  and  the  common  law  of  this 
laud,"  citing  a  series  of  authorities  in  its  support. 

In  The  MaMer  of  Fetter,  3  Zabr.  311,  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  Jersey  said  in  1852:  "I  am  of  opinion, 
both  upon  principle  and  authority,  that  a  fugitive  from  justice 
from  either  of  the  United  States  may,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Constitution,  be  arrested  and  detained  in  this  State  prepara- 
tory to  his  surrender,  before  a  requisition  is  actually  made  by  the 
executive  of  the  State  where  the  crime  was  committed.     It  is  an 
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excrciso  of  power  essential  to  the  full  operation  of  tlio  * 
tioii,  and  has  been  sanctioned  by  a  long  and  uniform  c 
practice."     New  Jersey  had  not  then  passed  any  law  to  tl 

In  reference  to  The  People  v.  S.  t&  J.  Wright,  sujfra, 
a  different  doctrine  was  held,  the  Chief  Justice  said  :  "  1 
does  not  appear  to  Iiave  undergone  mature  deliberation,  t 
be  regarded  as  overruled  by  the  late  authorities." 

The  Chief  Justice  remarked  in  this  case  that  the  "  ng 
rest  and  iraprisoument  by  the  civil  magistrates  of  offender 
the  laws  of  another  Government  "  had  been  recognized 
very  early  period."  {Rex  v.  Ilutchinaon,  29  Car.  I[,  J 
785 ;  The  Case  of  Col.  L}indy,  2  Vent.  314 ;  Rex  v.  R 
2  Straa.  848 ;  Mure  v.  Kaye,  4  Taunt.  34 ;  1  Chit.  Cr.  ] 
46.) 

In  The  State  v.  Biizine,  i  Harring.  572,  Chief  Justic 
Baid,  in  1845  :  "  My  opinion,  therefore,  is  that  any  J 
Justice  of  the  peace  in  this  State,  or  the  Mayor  of  the 
Wilmington,  upon  probable  cause  supported  by  oath  or 
tion,  has  the  power  to  issue  a  warrant  to  arrest  and  bnnj 
him  a  party  suspected  of  having  committed  a  crime  in 
State,  before  a  demand  has  been  made  by  the  executive 
State,  and  that,  after  examination,  upon  eucli  proof  or  pn 
of  the  party  having  committed  the  ofieose  as  would  be  * 
to  put  him  upon  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to 
hitn  to  pi-ison  for  such  reasonable  time  as  will  allow  noti< 
given  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  where  the 
was  committed,  and  a  demand  to  be  made,  pursuant  to 
of  Congress,  for  the  delivery  of  tlie  fugitive." 

The  ground  on  which  this  opinion  rests  was  thus  stated 
enable  the  executive  to  perform  this  duty  it  is  necess 
magistrates  should  have  the  power  to  arrest  and  commit  t 
tive  be/ore  as  well  as  after  a  demand  has  been  made.  The 
of  the  power  is  essential  to  carry  info  effect  the  provisior 
Constitution  ;  otherwise  an  immunity  may  be  offered  to  ' 
atrocious  criminals.  If  a  felon,  notoriously  guilty  of  mm 
by  escaping  into  another  State  set  the  law  at  defiance  uq 
raand  is  regularly  made  on  the  executive,  and  a  warrant 
for  his  arrest,  the  object  of  the  Constitution  may  be  defe; 
the  act  of  Congress  rendered  nugatory." 
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In  The  Commonwealth  v.  Dedooii^  10  Serg.  and  Eawle,  135, 
Chief  Justice  Tighlman  said :  "  When  the  executive  has  been  in 
the  habit  of  delivering  up  fugitives,  or  is  obliged  by  treaty  so  to 
do,  the  magistrates  may  issue  warrants  of  arrest  of  their  own 
accord,  on  the  proper  evidence,  in  order  the  more  effectually  to 
accomplish  the  intent  of  the  Government  by  preventing  the  escape 
of  the  criminal.  On  this  principle  we  arrest  offenders  who 
have  fled  from  one  of  the  United  States  to  another,  even  before 
demand  has  been  made  by  the  executive  of  the  State  from  which 
the  fugitive  had  fled." 

In  The  Matter  of  Jiomaine,  23  Cal.  585,  the  following  doc- 
trine was  laid  down  by  the  court :  "  Section  2  of  article  4  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  is  a  solemn  compact  between 
the  States,  to  be^ enforced  by  State  legislation  or  by  judicial  action ; 
and  being  a  part  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  it  is  a  part  of 
the  law  of  each  State ;  and  State  officers,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
adjudicate  or  execute  the  laws,  are  governed  by  it ;  and  State  courts 
of  general  original  jurisdiction,  exercising  the  usual  powers  of 
common-law  courts,  are  fully  competent  to  hear  and  determine 
all  matters  and  to  issue  all  necessary  writs  for  the  arrest  and 
ti-ansfer  of  fugitive  criminals  to  the  authorized  agent  of  the 
State  from  which  they  fled,  without  any  special  legislation." 

In  The  Matter  of  T/iomas  F,  Ooodhue^  I  Wheeler's  Crim.  Gas. 
427,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  was  held  on  three  commitments, 
two  of  which  were  upon  the  charge  of  having  been  guilty  of  false 
pretenses  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  by  which  he  obtained  cer- 
tain sums  of  money  with  a  fraudulent  intention.  Eecorder  Biker 
said  in  regard  to  the  case : 

"  It  appears  upon  the  oath  of  a  witness,  which  oath  is  taken  on 
competent  authority,  that  the  prisoner  has  committed  a  public 
oSense  against  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  and 
that  he  is  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  tliat  State.  The  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  provides  expressly  for  his  arrest.  The 
Constitution  is  sacred,  and  we  are  bound  by  it.  It  is  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land.  It  may  be  said  that  though  it  be  true  that  on 
the  demand  of  the  executive  power  of  Kentucky  the  prisoner 
may  doubtless  be  given  up,  yet  until  he  is  demanded,  ho  is  to  be 
held  at  large.  This  cannot  be  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 
W^e  may  hold  a  fugitive,  to  give  a  reasonable  time  to  demand  him. 
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riie  dcciBion  of  the  conrt,  tliurefore,  is  that  Thomas  F.  ( 
be  remanded  and  detaiced  in  castody  six  weeks,  to  give 
the  executive  of  Kentucky  to  demand  him  nnder  and 
iuance  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States," 

Chancellor  Kent  subsequently  discharged  tlie  prisoner, 
ground  that  a  sufficient  time  had  elapsed  for  the  execntivi 
State  of  Kentucky  to  demand  him  if  he  dedgned  to  do 
tliat  no  demand  had  been  made.  (In  the  Matter  of  0 
2  Johns.  Ch.  198.) 

Mr.  Lewis,  in  his  United  States  Criminal  Law,  p.  26 
"In  Pennsylvania  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  arrest  a 
that  a  requisition  should  be  produced  from  the  Govemoi 
time  of  tho  arrest.  If  the  oath,  on  which  the  warrant  i 
Buflicient  to  raise  a  good  reason  for  believing  that  the  party 
has  committed  a  crime  in  the  sister  State,  it  is  the  dutj 
magistrate  to  commit  the  accused  till  time  be  given  to  1 
legal  steps  for  demanding  a  surrender."  {The  Oommtmv 
i''<ui8it,  Vaiix's  Cases,  32.) 

These  authorities,  with  the  exception  of  the  one  first 
niid  which  may  be  considered  as  overruled,  proceed  on  the 
tion  that  the  civil  magistracy  of  the  respective  States,  aui 
to  arrest  and  commit  offenders  against  the  laws  thereof, 
the  absence  of  special  statutory  provisions,  extend  thei 
diction  to  the  arrest  and  detention  of  fugitive  criminals  frc 
States,  as  preliminary  to  a  requisition  for  their  delivery  ai 
OonstitntioQ  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  Different 
arc  assigned  for  tho  exercise  of  this  judicial  power ;  yet  the 
itics,  with  a  single  exeption,  agree  that  the  power  exist 
when  not  specially  conferred  by  statute. 

The  evidence  justifying  such  arrests  and  detentions  r 
remarked  by  Chief  Justice  Booth,  be  sufficient  to  put  the 
in  trial  before  a  court  ha^dng  jurisdiction  for  this  purpof 
if  course,  the  magistrate  in  each  case  must  be  the  judge 
jvidence,  subject  to  the  right  of  tlie  accused,  if  comm: 
prison,  to  have  his  case  re-examined  on  a  writ  of  haheae 
>r  certiorari,  or  of  both. 

Where,  as  is  now  the  fact  in  many  of  the  Btatee,  and  c 
ihonld  be  in  all  of  them,  these  preliminary  proceedings  are 
ized  and  regulated  by  special  statutes,  there,  of  course,  the 
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action  will  find  both  its  reasons  and  its  rnles  in  legislative  enact- 
ment, and  must  conform  thereto.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Califor- 
nia held  in  the  Matter  of  liomaine^  supra^  that  State  courts, 
having  the  usual  powers  of  common-law  courts,  might  go  so  far 
as  to  issue  writs  for  the  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals,  "without 
any  special  legislation ; "  yet,  this  proposition,  if  admitted,  would 
not  be  true  where  legislation  has  defined  the  functions  of  such 
courts,  and  explicitly  assigned  the  act  of  delivery  to  the  executive 
authority. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Kentucky  v.  Dewair 
saUj  24  How.  66,  held  that  Congress  could  not,  by  a  legislative 
act,  provide  any  method  for  coercing  the  Governor  of  a  State  to 
make  the  deliveiy  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  even  when  all  the  re- 
qnit^ite  conditions  have  been  supplied.  He  may  decline  to  perform 
the  duty ;  and  if  he  does,  there  is  no  power  in  the  General  Govern- 
ment to  compel  the  performance. 

There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that  the  legislatures  of  the  several 
States  may  impose  this  duty  by  law.  Some  of  them .  have  done 
so ;  and  so  long  as  Congress  provides  no  other  method  for  the 
extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  every  State  should  make  the 
duty  compulsory  upon  its  executive  authority.  This  is  required 
by  good  faith  in  respect  to  the  end  specified  by  the  Constitution, 
and  sought  to  be  attained  by  the  law  of  Congress. 

44 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

EXTKADITABLE  CRIMES. 


1.  The  ProTisioD  of  the  Constitution.  —  The  pt 

:he  Constitution,  for  extradition  between  theStatea  of  ' 
s  confined  wholly  to  crimes.  The  specification  made 
"  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime."  Precisely  the  sai 
jation  ia  adopted  in  the  act  of  1793,  for  carrying  this 
jito  effect. 

Two  of  the  crimes — namely  "treason"  and  "  f el< 
iesignated  by  their  common  law  titles. 

"  Treason,"  considered  aa  an  offense  against  the  Uni 
is,  by  the  Constitution,  defined  to  consist  "  in  levying  v 
them,  or  in  adhering  to  their  enemies,  giving  them  aid 
fort."  Treason  may  be  committed  against  a  State, 
against  the  United  States;  and  the  definition  in  the  fc 
ia  aiibstaiitially  what  it  is  in  the  latter.  Some  of  the  £ 
defined  tlie  offense  by  a  specific  statute. 

Tlie  Penal  Code  of  New  York,  p.  9,  enacted  in  188 
that  "  treason  against  tlie  people  of  the  State  consists 
war  against  the  people  of  the  State  within  this  State, 
bination  of  two  or  more  persons  by  force  to  usnrp  tl 
oient  of  the  State,  or  to  overturn  the  same,  shown  by 
ittempt,  made  within  the  State,  to  accomplish  that  p 
adhering  to  the  enemies  of  the  State,  while  separatel; 
n  war  with  a  foreign  country,  in  a  case  prescribed  in 
ititution  of  the  United  States,  or  giving  to  snch  enemi 
S3mfort  within  the  State  or  elaewliere," 

The  General  Statutes  of  Massachnsetts,  p.  790,  thus 
;rime  of  treason  :  "  Treason  against  this  Commonw 
x>nsi8t  only  in  levying  war  against  the  same,  or  in  a 
;he  enemies  thereof,  giving  them  aid  and  comfort." 

Each  State  has  an  nnqneationablc  right  to  define  treat 
tself  by  statute,  and  where  it  has  done  so  the  term,  ; 
;he  extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution,  is  to  be 
iccordiiig  to  the  definition  given  in  the  statute,  since 
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used  in  the  sense  of  treason  against  the  State.  Where  no  such 
detinition  is  given  the  common  law  import  of  the  term  is  the  one 
to  be  adopted. 

"Felony,"  though  not  accurately  defined  by  the  common  law 
of  this  country,  inchides  all  offenses  of  the  higher  grade,  gener- 
ally those  punishable  by  death  or  by  imprisonment  in  the  State 
prison.  "  Felony,"  says  Mr.  Bishop,  "is  any  offense  which  by 
the  statutes  or  by  the  common  law  is  punishable  with  death,  or 
to  which  the  old  English  law  attached  the  total  forfeiture  of  lands 
or  goods  or  both,  or  which  a  statute  expressly  declares  to  be  such." 
(Bishop's  Grim.  Law,  6th  ed.,  vol.  1,  p.  343.) 

Maoy  of  the  States  have  by  statute  defined  the  term  to  mean 
all  offenses  punishable  either  by  death  or  by  imprisonment  in  the 
State  prison.  The  Penal  Code  of  New  York,  p.  2,  declares  that 
"  a  felony  is  a  crime  which  is  or  may  be  punishable  by  either  death, 
or  imprisonment  in  a  State  prison  ; ''  and  as  in  the  case  of  treason, 
so  here,  where  a  statute  fixes  the  meaning  of  the  term,  that  it  is 
to  be  taken  as  the  meaning  of  the  same  term  as  used  in  the  Con- 
stitutional clause  under  consideration. 

"  Treason  "  and  "  felony"  —  the  two  crimes  specifically  named 
in  the  Constitution  and  the  law — are,  however,  not  the  only 
crimes  for  which  extradition  may  be  demanded.  The  Constitu- 
tion, after  specifying  these  crimes,  adds  the  important  and  com- 
prehensive phrase  '^or  other  crime."  This  phrase  was  by  the 
Federal  Convention  substituted  for  the  words  "high  misdemeanor," 
used  in  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  "  in  order  to  comprehend 
all  proper  cases,"  and  because  it  was  "  doubtful  whether  high 
misdemeanor  had  not  a  technical  meaning  too  limited."  (2  Mad. 
Papers,  p.  1447.) 

The  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of  the  phrase  is  the  one  that 
makes  it  inclusive  of  all  crimes  not  embraced  in  the  two  categor- 
ies of  "  treason "  and  "  felony."  These  two  offenses  are  men- 
tioned by  their  specific  titles  ;  and  then  the  Constitution  adds  the 
words  "  or  other  crime."  The  word  ''  crime  "  is  the  most  general 
term  in  the  English  language  to  designate  offenses  against  law. 
It  includes  treason,  felony,  and  all  grades  of  misdemeanor,  from 
the  highest  to  the  lowest. 

Crime,  says  Bouvier,  adopting  the  definition  given  by  Mr.  Justice 
lllackstone,  is  "  an  act  committed  or  omitted  in  violation  of  a 


OONSTBUOnON  OF  THE  SUFBBBiB  OOUBT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.   349 

The  Attomey-Gteneral  of  Ohio,  in  his  report,  January  26, 1860, 
remarked :  "  in  almost  every  State  of  the  Union,  the  criminal 
code  embraces  offenses  unknown  to  the  common  law,  and  pecu- 
liar to  the  State.  An  act  not  malum  in  se,  nor  the  subject  of 
punishment  anywhere  else,  is  often  made  criminal  in  the  code  of 
a  particular  State.  It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  tha  constitu- 
tional provision  was  intended  for  such  offenses." 

A  conspicuous  case,  involving  this  question,  occurred  in  1839, 
when  the  Lieutenant-Governor  of  Virginia,  acting  as  Governor, 
made  a  requisition  upon  Mr.  Seward,  then  Governor  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  for  the  surrender  of  three  persons,  alleged  to  be 
in  the  latter  State,  as  fugitives  from  the  justice  of  the  former, 
charging  them  by  an  affidavit  with  having,  contrary  to  the  laws 
of  Virginia,  feloniously  stolen  and  taken  away  a  negro  slave, 
being  the  property  of  one  Oolley.  Gov.  Seward  declined  to  order 
the  arrest  and  delivery  of  the  alleged  fugitives,  mainly  on  the 
ground,  which  he  stated  as  follows,  in  his  letter  of  September  16, 
1839,  to  the  Lieutenant-Gt)vemor:  "After  due  consideration,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  provision  applies  only  to  those  acts  which, 
if  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  in  which  the 
person  accused  is  found,  would  be  treasonable,  felonious,  or  criminal 
by  the  laws  of  that  State."  {SewarcPs  Worka^  vol.  2,  p.  452.) 
The  act  charged,  though  a  crime  in  Virginia,  not  being  such  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  the  Governor  accordingly  refused  to  sur- 
render the  persons  accused. 

Substantially  the  same  ground  was  subsequently  taken  by 
Governor  Dennison,  of  Ohio,  in  reference  to  a  requisition  made 
upon  him  by  the  Governor  of  Kentucky,  for  the  delivery  of  one 
Willis  Lago,  charged,  in  Kentucky,  with  having  assisted  a  slave 
to  leave  and  escape  from  her  owner,  which  was  a  crime  in  that 
State,  but  not  such  by  the  laws  of  Ohio.  On  this  ground  the 
Governor  refused  to  comply  with  the  requisition  of  the  Governor 
of  Kentucky. 

3.  Construction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has,  in  two 
distinct  instances,  expressed  its  opinion  as  to  the  crimes  for  which 
a  party  may  be  demanded  under  the  extradition  provision  of  the 
Constitution. 
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The  first  caae  is  tliat  of  Kentuohy  v.  Dcnnison,  24 
This  was  su  application  by  tlie  State  of  Kentucky  for 
matidamus,  addresBcd  to  thu  Governor  of  Ohio,  and  cor 
hhn  to  comply  with  tlie  requisition  of  the  Governor  of 
for  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  from  justice,  dialled  with 
the  latter  State.  The  court  declined  to  grant  the  wril 
that,  "  if  the  Governor  of  Ohio  refuses  to  dischai^  i 
there  is  no  power  delegated  to  the  General  Govemnif 
through  the  judicial  department  or  any  other  departme 
any  coercive  means  to  compel  him." 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  however,  in  stating  the  opinic 
court,  entered  into  a  careful  and  elaborate  exposition  of 
viBioD  of  the  Constitution  relating  to  inter-State  ej 
He  said : 

"  Looking  at  the  Inngn^e  of  the  clause,  it  is  difficult  t 
hend  how  any  doubt  could  have  arisen  as  to  its  nieanini 
struction.  T!ie  words  '  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime, 
plain  and  obvious  import,  as  well  as  in  their  legal  and 
sense,  embrace  every  act  forbidden  and  made  punishab 
law  of  the  State.  T'lic  word  'crime'  of  itself  incluc 
ofTense,  from  the  highest  to  the  lowe.st  in  the  grade  of 
and  inclndes  what  are  called  '  misdemeanors,'  as  well  a 
and  felony." 

Again,  in  another  connection,  the  Chief  Justice  rema 

"  Looking,  therefore,  to  the  words  of  the  Constitution 
obvions  policy  and  necessity  of  this  provision  to  preserve 
between  States,  and  order  and  law  within  their  respectiv 
and  to  its  early  adoption  by  the  colonies,  and  then  by  tl; 
erated  States,  whose  mutual  interest  it  was  to  give  ej 
aid  and  support  whenever  it  was  needed  —  the  conclusii 
sistible  that  this  compact  engrafted  in  the  Constitution 
and  \vaa  intended  to  include,  every  olfense  made  pnnii 
the  law  of  the  State  in  which  it  was  committed,  and  thj 
the  right  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  to  de 
fugitive  from  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  in  wl 
found  ;  that  the  right  given  to  demand  implies  that  it  i 
lute  right;  anditfollows  that  there  must  beacorrelativei 
to  deliver,  without  any  reference  to  the  character  of  1 
charged,  or  to  the  policy  or  laws  of  the  State  to  which  th 
has  fled." 
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Tlie  otlier  case  is  that  of  Taylor  v.  Tamtor,  16  Wall.  366.  Mr. 
Justice  Swayne,  in  doliveriug  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  :  "  The 
constitutional  provision  and  the  law  of  Congress,  under  which  tlie 
arrest  and  delivery  were  made,  are  obligatory  upon  every  State 
and  a  part  of  the  law  of  every  State.  *  *  *  Every  violation  of 
the  criminal  laws  of  a  State  is  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  may  be  made  the  foundation  of  a  requisition." 
(Kentuckt/  v.  Dennisatiy  24  How.  66  ;  Certain  FugitiveSy  24  Law 
Magazine,  226.) 

The  language  of  the  Supreme  Court  as  to  the  scope  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision,  considered  with  reference  to  crime,  is  entirely 
explicit  in  both  of  these  cases.  The  words  "  treason,  felony,  or 
other  crime,"  were  intended  to  include,  and  do  include,  all  criminal 
offenses ;  and,  for  any  one  or  more  of  these  offenses  against  its 
laws,  any  State  has  the  right  to  demand  the  delivery  of  the  offender 
from  the  State  to  which  he  has  fled,  and  in  which  he  is  found. 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  \\\  Keniuoky  v.  DennUon^  supra,  said 
that  the  words  "  treason  "  and  "  felony  "  were  introduced  into  the 
constitutional  provision,  "for  the  purpose  of  guarding  against 
any  restriction  of  the  word  *  crime,'  and  to  prevent  this  provision 
from  being  construed  by  the  rules  and  usages  of  independent  nar 
tions  in  compacts  for  delivering  up  fugitives  from  justice."  The 
Intention  was  ^^to  embrace  political  offenses  against  the  sove- 
reignty of  the  State,  as  well  as  other  crimes ;  and  as  treason  was 
also  a  felony,  it  was  necessary  to  use  those  words,  to  show,  in 
language  that  could  not  be  mistaken,  that  political  offenders  were 
included  in  it."  According  to  this  construction,  the  word 
** crime,"  which  would  have  included  "treason"  and  "felony,"  is 
not  restricted  in  its  import  by  being  associated  with  these  words  in 
the  provision,  but  was  intended  to  embrace  all  other  crimes  than 
those  specifically  mentioned. 

4.  Construction  of  State  Courts.  —  The  courts  of  the 
several  States  have  in  proceedings  on  habeas  corpus  had  repeated 
occasions  to  express  their  views  in  regard  to  the  point  under 
consideration.     The  following  are  examples  to  this  effect : 

(1.)  In  The  Matter  of  Clark,  9  Wend.  212,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  Chief  Justice  Savage  delivering  the 
opinion,  said:  "  With  the  comity  of  nations  we  have  nothing  to 
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do,  nnleaa  perhaps  to  infer  that  the  f rsmers  of  our  Ooa 
and  lawa  intended  to  provide  a  more  perfect  remedy  —  oi 
should  reach  every  offense  cognizable  by  the  laws  of  an 
States.  The  language  is  '  treaaon,  felony,  or  other  crim 
word 'crime'  is  synonymons  with  the  word  '  mtsdemc 
Black.  Com.,  5,  and  includes  every  oSense  beluw  felonj 
able  by  indictment  as  an  offense  against  the  public." 

{^.)  In  Tlte  Matter  of  Hayward,  1  Amer.  Law  Joni 
2.71,  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York  said,  i 
"  It  is  immaterial  to  coneider  what  is  the  nature  of  the 
charged  againat  the  prisoner,  for  we  have  only  to  consider 
it  be  a  crime  according  to  the  law  of  the  State  from  v 
party  is  alleged  to  have  been  a  fugitive." 

(3.)  In  The  People,  ex  rel.  Lawr&we,  v.  Brady,  56  N, 
the  Comt  of  Appeals  said:  "  The  word  *  crime'  in  the  c 
the  Constitation,  which  has  been  quoted,  embraces  every 
bidden  and  made  punishable  by  the  law  of  a  State,  and  t 
to  demand  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  exteii' 
cases  of  the  violation  of  its  criminal  law.  *  *  *  Thi 
tion  to  surrender  for  an  act  which  is  made  criminal  by  th 
the  demanding  State,  but  which  is  not  criminal  in  the  Sb 
which  the  demand  is  made,  is  the  same  as  if  the  all^^ 
a  crime  by  the  law  of  both." 

(4.)  In  The  Matter  of  John  Lettry,  10  Ben.  197,  Jndg. 
held  as  follows  :  "  The  word  '  crime  '  in  the  article  of  t 
stitation  relating  ts  inter-State  extradition  and  the  Stata 
Stat.,  sec.  5278),  includes  every  act  made  criminal  by  thi 
the  demanding  State,  whether  it  was  so  at  common  law 
even  though  made  so  by  a  law  subsequent  to  the  adoptioi 
Constitution  and  the  passage  of  said  act  of  Congress." 

(5.)  In  Broion'a  due,  112  Uaes.  409,  the  Supreme  C 
Sf assachusette  said :  "  The  words  of  the  provisions  of  the 
tntion  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  Statute 
Commonwealth,  the  history  of  those  provisions,  and  the 
expositions  of  them,  conclusively  establish  that  the  anth 
the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth  to  order  the  deliver 
gitives  from  the  justice  of  another  State  in  the  Union  exl 
a  person  appearing  to  be  charged  with  any  crime  what 
that  State." 
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(6.)  The  same  conrt,  in  Ths  C(yffmyonwedUh  v.  Oreen^  17  Mass. 
515,  547,  incidentally  referred  to  the  extradition  clanse  of  the 
Constitution,  and  then  proceeded  to  say :  "  This  is  a  perfect  rec- 
ognition of  the  independent  sovereignty  of  the  States  in  regard 
to  crimes  committed  within  their  Territory,  as  well  as  of  the  local 
nature  of  crimes  and  punishments." 

The  obvious  implication  of  this  language  is,  that  it  is  for  each 
State  to  determine  what  shall  be  a  crime  within  its  own  Territory, 
considered  with  reference  to  its  right,  under  the  Oonstitution,  to 
demand  the  surrender  of  a  person  who  has  committed  an  offense 
against  its  laws. 

As  remarked  by  the  court :  '^  The  right  and  duty  of  punishing 
o£Eenses  must  necessarily  be  limited  to  the  aathorities  against 
which  the  ofEenses  have  been  committed."  The  object  of  extra- 
dition is  to  secure  the  exercise  of  this  right. 

(7.)  In  The  MaUer  of  FeUer^  3  Zab.  311,  it  was  objected  that 
the  crime  charged  was  not  a  crime  within  the  meanmg  of  the 
Constitution.  To  this  objection  Chief  Justice  Green  replied: 
^^  Admitting  the  position  taken  by  counsel  in  argument,  that  the 
offense  specified  does  not  constitute  larceny  at  the  common  law, 
it  is  nevertheless  certified  by  the  Governor  of  California  to  be 
grand  larceny  under  the  laws  of  that  State.  It  is,  moreover,  an 
offense  of  a  highly  immoral  character,  and,  as  appears  by  the  bill 
of  indictment,  which  must  be  regarded  SAprimna  faoie  evidence 
of  the  fact,  is  a  crime  by  the  law  of  the  State  of  California." 

(8.)  In  The  MaUer  of  Peter  Voorheee,  3  Vroom,  141,  Chief 
Justice  Beasley  spoke  as  follows : 

'*  The  category  of  offenses  is  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime. 
This  clause,  in  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  instead  of  the  term 
*  crime,'  contained  the  expression  '  high  misdemeanor.'  It  is  ob- 
vious this  latter  description  was  indennite  to  the  last  degree.     * 

*  *  *  But  I  am  not  aware  that  any  jurist,  in  any  ace  of  the 
common  law,  has  ever  doubted  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
'  crime.'  It  is  nomen  generaliasimumj  and  has  always  been  con- 
sidered as  embracing  every  species  of  indictable  offense.     *    * 

*  *  In  my  opinion,  the  word  '  crime,'  with  characteristic  fore- 
sig'Iit,  was  selected,  in  lieu  of  the  phrase  ^  high  misdemeanor,'  in 
order  to  extend  the  regulation  to  all  classes  of  offenders,  which 
alone  would  effect  one  of  the  principal  objects  in  view  —  that  of 
rendering  the  classification  perfectly  definite." 

46 
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(9.)  Iq  Morton  v.  Skiwner,  48  Ind.  123,  the  court  held 
case  of  a  person  "charged  in  Illinoia,  with  a  crime  i 
neither  treaeon  nor  felony,  hnt  is  a  miedemeanor  punial 
fine  not  exceeding  five  thousaDd  dollars,"  comes  "wi 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  relating  to 
render  or  extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice,  fleeing  fi 
State  to  another," 

(10.)  In  The  Matter  of  Mughee,  Phill.  (N.  C.)  L.,  57, 
held  that  "  the  constitutional  requirement  for  the  sum 
fngitives  from  justice  applies  to  those  chained  with  stat 
well  as  common-law  crimes." 

(11.)  The  Supreme  Court  of  Georgia,  in  Johnston  v.  1 
Ga.  97,  declared  that  "  when  the  Governor  of  a  State  : 
requisition,  nnder  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
Governor  of  another  State,  for  the  retnrn  of  a  fugiti 
justice,  who  had  escaped  from  the  former  to  the  latter  1 
the  requisition  is  made  with  all  requisite  formalities,  it  is 
perative  duty  to  comply,  without  inqoiriug  whether  the 
has  committed  a  crime  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  t 
he  fled." 

(12.)  The  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maine  were, 
requested  to  give  the  Governor  of  that  State  an  opinio 
gard  to  the  demand  for  a  person  who  had  heen  indicted  in 
State  for  fraud  committed  therein  in  the  sale  of  lan<j 
Judges  in  their  answer  said  : 

"  In  our  opinion  it  is  the  duty  of  the  executive  of  this 
cause  to  be  delivered  over  to  the  agent  of  another  State 
request  of  the  executive  thereof,  a  citizen  of  this  State, 
by  indictment  with  the  fraud  before  set  fortli,  which,  be 
dieted  in  such  State,  may  he  presumed  to  he  there  t 
as  a  crime,  if  the  executive  of  this  State  is  satisfied  tl 
citizen  has  fled  from  justice  from  the  State  making  the  i 
and  not  otherwise."     (24  American  Jurist,  226.) 

(13.)  The  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  the  ca 
re  Oreenough,  31  Vt.  279,  showed  that  Greenongh  was  in 
under  a  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  Vermont  in  compliai 
a  requisition  from  the  Governor  of  Illinois,  upon  the 
an  indictment  fonnd  in  the  latter  State,  charging  him  ; 
taining,  in  Cook  county  of  that  State,  money  under  false 
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ses,  whicli  was  a  crime  tinder  the  statute  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 
It  was  arged  in  argument  before  the  court  that  the  words  "  trea- 
son, felony,  or  other  crime,*'  used  in  the  Constitution,  should  be 
confined  to  crimes  of  great  atrocity,  and  such  as  deeply  concern 
the  public  safety,  and  are  offenses  at  common  law,  and  that  to 
include  the  crime  with  which  Greenough  was  charged  as  coming 
within  the  Constitution,  would  be  an  act  of  despotism. 

The  court  rejected  this  construction  of  the  Constitution  altogether. 
The  Jndge,  who  delivered  its  opinion,  said  :  "  This  provision  in 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Congress  has  received  a  practical, 
uniform  construction  from  Maine  to  Georgia,  from  an  early  day 
in  our  judicial  history,  if  indeed  it  can  bo  said  to  admit  of  con- 
struction. It  has  also  been  the  subject-matter  of  repeated  judi- 
cial determination,  and  he  must,  I  think,  be  a  bold  man,  who  at 
the  present  day  is  ready  to  hold  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
complaint  against  Greenough  is  not  within  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  Congress.  The  language  is  broad,  and  the  crime  charged 
is  within  its  letter,  and  I  apprehend,  equally  within  the  reason 
and  spirit  of  the  provision." 

These  opinions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and 
of  State  courts,  involve  and  settle  two  legal  propositions :  1. 
That  the  words  **  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,"  as  used  in  the 
Constitution  and  in  the  law  of  Congre8s,embrace,  within  their  mean- 
ing, all  crimes,  whether  they  are  such  at  common  law,  or  simply 
by  legislative  statute.  2.  That  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  crime 
charged  be  a  crime  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  to  which  the 
demand  is  addressed,  provided  that  it  is  a  crime  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  State  making  the  demand.  This  is  suflScient,  in  the 
presence  of  the  conditions  specified,  to  establish  the  duty  of  sur- 
render. 

5,  Fugitive  Slaves  as  Fugitives  from  Justice.  —  The  legis- 
lature of  Maryland,  in  1834,  passed  a  law  which  made  it  a  felony 
in  a  slave  to  "  escape  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  into  any 
of  the  States  of  this  Union,  against  the  will  and  consent  of  his 
master  and  owner,  with  a  view  to  escape  from  servitude."  (Lewis 
Cr.  Law,  260.)  ^ 

An  indictment,  under  this  statute,  was,  in  1847,  found  in  Mary- 
laud  against  one  John  Mark  and  other  fugitive  slaves  as  fugitives 
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from  justice,  charging  them  with  a  felony.  Proceeding  under  the 
extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution,  the  Governor  of  Mary- 
land demanded  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  the  surrender  of 
these  slaves  as  fugitives  from  justice.  Their  offense  con8i6tc<l 
wholly  in  fleeing  from  the  State  of  Maryland,  in  order  that  tliej 
might  secure  their  own  freedom,  and  not  in  any  act  done  prior 
to  the  flight.  The  flight,  for  the  purpose  specified,  constituted 
the  whole  crime.  This  manifestly  was  not  such  a  case  as  the  Con- 
stitution contemplates.  That  instrument  does  not  regard  the 
mere  flight  of  the  fugitive  as  a  crime  or  any  part  of  a  crime,  hut 
simply  looks  upon  it  as  the  means  of  escaping  the  punishment 
due  to  a  crime  previously  committed. 

Governor  Shunk,  of  Pennsylvania,  refused  to  comply  with  the 
demand  of  the  Governor  of  Maryland,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Congress  had  made 
provision  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  servitvdej  and  that 
no  State  legislation  could  evade  that  provision,  or  alter  the  char- 
acter of  the  case  so  as  to   bring  it  under  the  provision  for  t\x 
surrender  of  fugitives  tromjiMtice,     The  Governor,  in  his  letter 
of  May  5,  1847,  to  Governor  Pratt,  of  Maryland,  said  that  "  tlie 
rightful  remedy  of  the  owner  is  under  that  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution  and  the  act  of  1793  which  provides  for  delivering  up 
persons  held  to  service  or  labor,  and  that  no  act  of  State  legisla- 
tion can  evade,  alter,  abridge  or  enlarge  the   provisions  acd 
remedies  contained  in  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  Unitiii 
States  relating  to  this  subject."     (Letter  of  Governor  Shunk  t  • 
Governor  Pratt,  May  5,  1847.) 

The  law  of  Maryland  was  plainly  inconsistent  with  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  the  delivery  of  fugi- 
tive slaves,  and  did  not  fit  that  provision  of  the  Constituti.L 
which  relates  to  the  delivery  of  fugitives  from  justice.  The  fn^r- 
tive  slave  was  to  be  "  delivered  up  on  claim  of  lie  party  to  whon 
such  service  or  labor  may  be  due,"  not  as  a  cr!minal,but  as  the  pn.>:»- 
erty  of  that  party.     The  delivery  restored  the  property  to  tie 
owner.     To  deliver  the  slave  to  the  State  Government  to  be  pc:  - 
ished  for  his  flight  would  not  put  him  in  the  custody  of  d'^ 
owner,  as  was  intended  by  the  Constitution,  but  would  put  kii^ 
in  the  custody  of  the  State  Government,  and  thus  defeat  &  • 
direct  end  contemplated  by  the  constitutional  provision. 
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6«  Petty  Misdemeanors. — It  was  nrged  by  counsel,  in  The 
MaUer  of  Peter  Voorhses^  3  Vroom,  141,  that  it  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  it  was  intended  that  the  extradition  provision  of  the 
Constitution  should  apply  to  ^^  all  persons  who  might  be  guilty 
of  the  minor  offenses,  such  as  assaults,  libels  and  the  entire  train 
of  similar  misdemeanors.''  To  this  Chief  Justice  Beasley  replied 
as  follows : 

^'  It  is  not  probable  that  a  State  will  ever  require  the  surrender 
of  offenders  of  this  grade,  but  if  the  demand  should  be  made,  and 
the  offense  charged  be  indictable,  it  is  not  understood  how  such 
demand  can  be  refused.    The  offense  in  such  a  case  would  be  a* 
public  one,  as  much  so  as  the  commission  of  the  highest  crime, 
and  it  is  embraced  in  the  words  of  the  Oonstitution.    It  is  the 
ri^ht  of  the  sovereignty  whose  laws  have  been  violated,  to  decide 
what  offenders  it  wul  pursue,  and  the  State  upon  which  the  de- 
mand is  made  cannot  rightfully  call  in  question  that  decision. 
In  practice  there  will  belittle  danger  of  an  abuse  of  this  consti- 
tutional prerogative,  and  the  possibility  of  such  abuse  is  of  but 
slight   consideration,    in    comparison    with  the    pre-eminently 
great  advantage  which  will  result  from  the  limits  of  such  preroga- 
tive being  so  clearly  defined  as  to  be  in  every  respect  unquestion- 
able." 

As  to  what  are  called  minor  offenses,  considered  with  reference 
to  inter-State  extradition,  Governor  Fairfield  remarks :  ^'  The 
phraseology  is  '  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,'  not  other  crimes 
of  a  high  and  aggravated  nature,  but  crimes  in  their  absolute  and 
unqualified  sense."    (24  American  Jurist,  226.) 

It  is  one  of  the  rules  adopted  by  the  executive  authority  in  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania  that  requisitions  upon  other  States  or  Ter- 
ritories for  the  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals  will  not  be  issued 
^^  in  cases  in  which  the  offense  is  of  such  a  trivial  character  as  to 
leave  a  doubt  of  the  granting  of  a  mandate  thereon  by  the  execu- 
tive of  other  States  or  Territories."  There  is  no  doubt  about 
ixG  power  of  the  Governors  of  States  and  Territories  to  adopt 
kncl  apply  such  a  rule,  since  neither  the  Oonstitution  nor  the  law 
>-£  Congress  makes  it  their  duty  to  issue  a  requisition  at  all.  The 
ckSLtter  is  left  wholly  with  their  discretion. 

It  \vill  rarely,  almost  never,  happen  that  a  State  will  pursue  a 
into  another  State  for  a  petty  misdemeanor  —  that  is 
rely  a  statutory  crime  of  a  very  low  grade ;  and  hence  the  ob- 
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jection  f  onnded  on  the  theoretical  possibility  of  such  a  proceeding 
is  practically  of  but  little  weight,  certainly  not  of  enough  weight 
to  require  a  change  in  the  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of  the 
words  used  in  the  constitutional  provision.  It  assumes,  as  a  fact, 
what  is  not  at  all  likely  to  happen.  One  who  has  been  guilty  of 
a  minor  misdemeanor  is  not  likely  to  flee  from  the  State,  in  order 
to  escape  its  punishment ;  and  if  he  does  so,  then  there  is  dc 
probability  that  tiie  State  will  pursue  him  and  bring  him  back  for 
trial  and  punishment. 

If,  however,  a  State  should  demand  the  surrender  of  such  a 
criminal,  and  supply  the  conditions  specified,  then  his  delivery 
would  be  obligatory.  No  injustice  would  be  done  to  him  by  sin± 
a  proceeding,  ^ince  his  extradition  would  simply  bring  him  witliin 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  whose  laws  he  had  violated,  and  tiiu5 
place  him  just  where  he  would  have  been  if  he  had  not  fled  from 
justice.  This  is  what  extradition  does  in  every  case,  whatever 
may  be  the  grade  of  the  offense.  It  simply  prevents  the  offender 
from  gaining  any  immunity  by  flight ;  and  this  surely  is  not  un- 
just. 

7.  Extraordinary  Cases  Supposed.  —  Judge  Cooley,  in  iz 

article  published  in  the  January  number  of  the  Princeton  Hen'c  r, 
1879,  p.  163,  says : 

"  But  it  is  always  possible  that  the  peculiar  ideas  and  sentiments 
prevailing  in  one  State  may  lead  to  statutes  for  the  punifihuien: 
as  crimes  of  acts  which  the  ideas  and  sentiments  of  another  St&r- 
would  tolerate,  and  perhaps  approve.  It  may  be  admissible^  jvr- 
haps,  to  consider  the  probable  result  by  the  suggestion  of  ci^^ 
which,  though  extreme  and  Improbable,  may  not  be  far  remorti 
from  others,  of  the  possibility  of  which  we  may  be  readily  <x»l- 
vinced." 

"  Suppose  a  State,  after  many  years'  trial  of  a  prohibitor}^  liqr..  r 
law,  should  come  at  last  to  the  conclusion  that  the  true  renA*^ 
for  the  evils  of  intemperance  was  to  punish  the  drinking  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,  and  should  thereupon  pass  laws  making  i:  *> 
felony.    Is  it  probable  that  the  other  States  would  surrender  iivs^ 
tives  for  punishment  under  such  laws  ?     Suppose  a  State  ver^ 
to  tolerate  and  sanction  the  institution  of  polygamy,  and,  in  on].- 
to  protect  it,  should  enact  that  the  departure  of  a  woman  from  i 
polygamous  household  should  be  punished  with  stripes  or  wi:: 
impnsonment.     Is  it  likely  that  the  executive  of  another  S*--: 
to  which  an  offender  against  such  a  law  had  fled  would  reoogni^' 
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her  as  a  case  which  conld  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  Convention  when,  as  one  of  the  securities  of  the  Union,  they 
agreed  that  no  State  should  permit  itself  to  become  an  asylun  for 
onenders  against  the  laws  oi  another  ? " 

After  stating  these  suppositions,  Judge  Coolej  proceeds  to  re- 
mark :  ^^  That  while  statutory  offenses  are  no  doubt  embraced, 
yet  that  if  a  State  were  to  do  a  thing  so  extraordinary  as  to  provide 
for  the  serious  punishment  of  some  act  which  the  prevailing  sen- 
timent of  the  Union  did  not  recognize  as  properly  punishable 
under  human  laws,  the  case  might  well  be  regarded  as  one  which 
presented  no  claim  which  inter-State  comity  could  recognize  by 
the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  it,  and  which,  therefore,  might 
reasonably  be  treated  as  one  the  Constitution  did  not  embrace." 

It  is  true  that  each  State,  being  sovereign  within  its  own 
territory,  is  the  sole  judge  as  to  what  shall  by  it  be  regarded  as 
a  crime  within  that  territory,  and  that,  so  far  as  the  question  of 
mere  power  is  concerned,  a  State  may  make  that  a  crime  which 
is  not  such  in  another  State,  and  ought  not  to  be  such  in  any 
State.  Every  State  has  the  power  to  enact  barbarous  laws  for 
the  government  of  its  own  inhabitants. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  in  its  extradition  pro- 
vision, as  in  all  its  other  provisions,  is,  however,  dk  practical  in- 
strument, and,  as  such,  it  deals  with  things  as  they  are,  and  not 
with  mere  speculative  suppositions  as  to  what  is  possible;  and 
Jience  the  latter  are  not  to  be  taken  as  furnishing  a  rule  or  test 
for  its  interpretation.     It  is  assumed  in  the  Constitution  that  each 
State  has  the  right  to  bo  the  judge  of  its  own  criminal  legislation, 
subject  to  whatever  limitations  may  be  imposed  by  this  instru- 
ment ;  and,  in  providing  for  the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals 
tlia.t  they  may  be  tried  and  punished  by  the  State  against  whose 
la.^^8  they  have  offended,  the  Constitution,  as  a  practical  instni- 
roont,  makes  no  exception  in  respect  to  any  class  of  crimes.     It 
ta.ke8  whatever  hazard  there  is  in  the  mere  possibility  that  a  State 
crxight  in  its  criminal  legislation  outrage  the  moral  sense  of  the 
^tlxev  States.     It  does  not  furnish  any  remedy  against  this  mere 
ability. 
It  is  to  be  remembered,  morever,  that  the  Constitution  could 
make  the  laws  of  the  surrendering  State  the  rule  for  determin- 
what  shall  be  regarded  as  an  extradition  crime  in  the  demand- 
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ing  State,  without  greatly  impairing  the  value  of  the  provision, 
and  making  it  promotive  of  discord  and  contention  rather  than 
harmony  among  the  States.  The  simple  object  of  the  proviiiion 
is  to  aid  each  State  in  the  administration  of  its  own  laws,  leaving 
it  to  judge  what  those  laws  shall  be.  But  if  a  State,  asked  to 
make  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  is,  so  far  as  the  perform- 
ance  of  this  duty  is  concerned,  also  to  be  the  judge  of  whcit 
those  laws  shall  be,  then,  as  remarked  by  Chief  Justice  Taney,  in 
Kentucky  v.  Dennison^  24  How.  66,  it  would  be  better  to  omit 
the  provision  altogether  and  leave  the  whole  matter  to  be  settldJ 
by  State  comity,  without  any  constitutional  regulation. 

This  theory  would  open  the  way  for  constant  "  controversy  and 
irritating  discussion"  between  the  States.  It  would,  on  tb^r 
subject  of  extradition,  make  one  State  thp  judge  of  the  propriety 
of  the  criminal  legislation  of  another  State,  and  compel  the  latter 
to  conform  its  laws  to  those  of  the  former,  in  order  to  avail  itself 
of  the  remedy,  with  the  right  in  the  former  to  judge  of  the 
question  of  such  conformity. 

The  bare  possibility  that  a  State  may  enact  criminal  laws  whicl:. 
in  the  judgment  of  its  sister  States,  ought  not  to  be  enacted,  if 
surely  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  thus  construing  the  remedy  wLi-u 
the  Constitution  has  actually  provided.  It  will  be  time  enoujL 
soberly  to  consider  this  possibility,  and  provide  for  any  evil  tlii-t 
may  be  involved  in  it,  when  it  becomes  a  fact  of  such  an  aggn 
vated  nature  as  to  demand  an  adequate  remedy.  Till  then,  it  1' 
not  worthy  of  being  taken  into  the  account  in  construing  the  ei 
tradition  provision  of  the  Constitution. 
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The  next  question  that  claims  attention  is  the  oJia/rge  of  crime, 
as  a  condition  orecedent  to  the  obligation  of  delivering  up  a  fugitive 
criminal. 

1.  The  Provision  of  the  Constitution. —  The  Constitution 
speaks  of  the  fugitive  as  '^  a  person  chanrged  in  any  State  with 
treason,  felony  or  other  crime."  The  term  "charged"  is  un- 
doubtedly to  be  taken  in  the  legal  sense.  In  regard  to  it  Judge 
Cooley  says : 

'^  This  means  that  he  shall  be  charged  in  due  form  of  law,  in 
some  proper  judicial  proceeding  instituted  in  the  State  from 
which  ne  is  a  fugitive.  This  charge  is  to  be  the  foundation  for 
the  demand  and  for  the  warrant  of  surrender ;  and  it  cannot  be 
sufficient  unless  it  contains  all  the  legal  requisites  for  the  arrest  of 
the  accused  and  his  detention  for  trial  if  he  were  then  within  the 
State."     (Princeton  Review,  January,  1879,  p.  165.) 

The  question,  to  be  determined  in  extradition,  is  not  whether 

the  party  is  guilty,  but  whether  he  is  legally  charged  with  crime. 

In  T%6  Matter  qf  Cla/rk,  9  Wend.  212,  Chief  Justice  Savage, 

in  answer  to  the  affidavit  of  the  prisoner  denying  the  truth  of  the 

charge  against  him,  remarked :  ''  But  whether  he  is  guilty  or  not 

is  not  the  question  to  be  decided  here.    It  is  whether  he  has  been 

properly  charged  with  guilt,  according  to  the  Constitution  and  act 

of  Congress.    *    *    *    It  is  not  necessary  to  be  shown  that 

such  person  is  guilty ;  it  is  not  necessary,  as  under  the  comity  of 

nations,  to  examine  into  the  facts  alleged  against  him  constituting 

the  crime ;  it  is  sufficient  that  he  is  charged  with  committing  the 

crime." 

The  question  whether  the  charge  is  true  dr  not  belongs  to  the 
judicial  power  of  the  State  or  Territory  demanding  the  alleged 
^n^tive  from  its  justice.  And  yet  that  State  or  Territory  must, 
in  order  to  get  possession  of  the  fugitive  and  subject  him  to  a 
trial  with  a  view  to  settle  this  question,  legally  charge  him  with 

46 
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having  committed  a  crime  tbereiQ.  The  Constitation  i 
indispeDBable,  without  prescribing  the  manner  in  ^ 
charge  shall  be  made. 

It  is  not  neceeeaty  that  the  charge  should  precede  th( 
the  fugitive,  since  it  may  be  just  as  validly  made  altera 
it  is  necessary  that  it  should  set  forth  a,  prima  facie  ca« 
(Governor  Fairfield's  Opinion,  24  Am.  Jurist,  336.) 

3.  The  Act  of  Congress.  —  The  first  section  of  tt 
Februarj'  12,  1793  (1  TJ.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  302),  repn 
section  5278  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  S 
Tides  that  "  whenever  the  executive  authority  of  any  Sti 
ritory  demands  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  o1 
ntive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  which  such  | 
fled,  and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictmeut  found  or  a 
made  before  a  m^istrate  of  any  State  or  Territory,  chi 
person  demanded  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  c 
authentic  by  the  Qovernor  or  chief  magistrate  of  the 
Territory  from  whence  the  person  so  charged  has  fled,' 
prescribed  steps  for  his  delivery  shall  be  taken. 

This  statute  defines  the  manner  in  which  the  char^ 
made,  and  in  this  respect  supplies  the  omission  of  the 
tion.  It  must  be  made  by  "  an  indictmeut  found  "  aj 
party  demanded,  or  by  "  aa  affidavit  made  before  a  maj 
any  State  or  Territory  "  who  is  legally  competent  to  ta 
davit.  The  statute  further  provides  for  the  productioo 
demand,  of  "  a  copy  "  of  the  indictment  or  afiBdavit  m 
charge,  "  certified  as  authentic  "  by  the  executive  anthoi 
State  or  Territory  from  which  the  person  has  fled. 

The  design  of  these  provisions  is,  in  a  legal  way,  to  bi 
knowledge  of  the  executive  authority  on  which  the  t 
made  this  form  oi  prima faoie  evidence  that  a  crime  hi 
been  committed,  sufficiently  conclusive  to  justify  the 
that  authority  in  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  the  accnt 
This  evidence  consists  wholly  in  legally  authorized  p* 
nients  presented  to  this  authority  for  its  consideration,  : 
documents  cootaia  the  proper  requisites,  for  its  affirmal 
in  compliance  with  the  demand. 

The  evident  theory  of  the  statute  is  that  the  legal    e 
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amely,  an  indictment  or  affidavit,  charging  the  party  with  the 
)nimisBion  of  crime,  that  wonld  have  justified  his  arreet  and 
)mmitment  to  prison,  or  holding  Mm  to  bail,  in  the  State  or 
erritorj  in  which  the  crime  is  charged  to  have  been  committed, 
id  he  not  fled  therefrom,  shall  be  sofficient  to  anthorize  his  ar- 
£t  in  the  State  or  Territory  where  he  has  sought  refnge,  and  bis 
moval  therefrom  to  the  State  or  Territory  having  jurisdiction 
'  the  crime.  An  indictment  found  by  a  grand  jnry,  or  a  com- 
aint  under  oath  before  a  magistrate  competent  to  administer  an 
,tii  and  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest,  is  the  established  American 
anner  of  making  a  legal  charge  of  crime,  and  thns  initiating 
irainal  proceedings  against  a  party;  and  Congress  saw  fit  to 
opt  this  manner  of  making  the  charge  in  the  extradition  of  fu- 
tive  criminals. 

No  mention,  in  the  law  of  Congress,  is  made  of  an  "  informa- 
in ''  as  a  mode  of  charging  crime ;  and  yet  in  some  of  the  States 
is  a  legal  mode  of  making  such  a  charge  in  respect  to  certain 
imes,  and,  as  to  these  crimes,  is  the  equivalent  of  an  indictment 

a  grand  jury.  An  information,  being  in  its  form  and  sub- 
,nce  similar  to  an  indictment,  is  a  charge  of  crime  filed  in  the 
iee  of  the  clerk  of  a  court,  by  the  proper  law  ofBeer  of  the  gov- 
iment,  generally  a  district  attorney,  who  acts  ex  offieio,  without 
J  intervention  of  a  grand  jury.  And,  where  this  method  is 
>vided  for  by  the  laws  of  a  State,  an  information  takes  the 
ice  of  an  indictment  in  respect  to  the  crimes  to  which  it  is  ap- 
cable,  and  serves  the  same  purpose,  so  far  as  bringing  the 
iused  party  to  trial  is  concerned. 

rhere  is  no  doubt  that  a  charge  of  crime  in  this  form,  where  it 
egal  according  to  the  laws  of  a  State,  though  not  technically 
indictment,  imd  not  in  express  terms  mentioned  in  the  law  of 
ngress,  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  and  wonld  and 
>ald  be  so  regarded  for  the  purpose  of  extradition,  if  properly 
de.  The  obvious  intent  of  the  law  is  that  the  party  shall  be 
ii^ed  with  crime  in  the  usual  manner  in  which  such  charges 

made  in  the  State  where  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been 

emitted.     The  proceeding  begins,  not  with  the  executive  aa- 

rity  of  the  demanding  State  or  Territory,  bat  with  the  judi- 

branch  of   the  government  thereof ,  and  until  proceedings 

liere  commenced,  resulting  in  a  chai^  of  crime,  the  executive 
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authority  has  no  power  to  act  in  the  case.  Chief  Justice  Taney. 
in  Kentucky  v.  Denniaon^  24  How.  66,  104,  alluding  to  the  pro 
vision  of  the  Oonstitution  on  this  subject,  said  that  the  executive 
authority  of  a  State  is  "  not  authorized  by  this  article  to  make  a 
demand  unless  the  party  was  charged  in  the  regular  course  of 
judicial  proceedings." 

It  was  held,  in  Ex  parte  White^  49  Oal.  443,  that  the  Gover- 
nor of  California  "  has  no  authority  to  surrender  a  fugitive  wlio 
has  committed  a  crime  in  another  State,  unless  judicial  proceeJ 
ings  have  been  commenced  against  him  for  the  crime  in  the  State 
in  which  it  was  committed." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  in  The  State  v.  Hufford  et  a/.,  2? 
Iowa,  391,  held  "  that  a  charge  of  the  crime  against  the  per^.!: 
to  be  arrested  and  delivered  up  must  be  made  in  the  State  where 
the  offense  was  committed,  in  the  form  of  an  indictment,  infonv 
ation,  or  accusation  known  to  the  law  of  such  State,  before  sum 
court,  magistrate,  or  officer  thereof."  Judge  Beck,  in  stating  tue 
opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  said  "  that,  to  authorize  the  ar 
rest,  there  must  be  a  charge  pending  against  the  accused  in  ai 
other  State  or  Territory." 

Ordinarily,  the  charge  of  crime,  whether  by  indictment  : 
information,  or  by  an  affidavit  before  a  magistrate  will  be  imictr 
diately  followed  by  the  issue  of  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  :ii- 
accused  party,  if  the  accusation  be  deemed  sufficient  to  justify  x 
arrest.  The  law  of  Congress,  however,  does  not  specify  the  i.^^:^ 
of  such  a  warrant  or  the  production  of  a  copy  thereof,  as  a  (>» - 
dition  precedent  to  the  right  of  making  a  demand  or  the  oM'j- 
tion  to  deliver  up  the  alleged  fugitive.  It  is  enough  that  :- 
party  has  been  charged  with  crime  in  the  manner  present  1 
whether  a  warrant  for  his  arrest  has  been  actually  issued  or  n* : 
and  this  is  always  indispensable. 


iifi' 


3.  The  Two  Forms  of  the  Charge.  —  The  charge  maj 
made  by  a  regular  indictment,  or  by  an  affidavit  before  the  pr^  > 
magistrate,  either  of  which  is  legally  valid  for  the   purpose : 
question.     The  statute  makes  no  distinction  between  them  as : 
their  efficacy  for  this  purpose. 

And  yet  these  two  forms  of  charging  a  crime  are  by  no  mrfS. 


^\ 


THS  TWO  F0BM8  OF  THE  OHABOB. 


366 


different  Dames  for  preciselj  the  same  thing.  Governor  Seward"* 
in  his  letter  of  July  14,  1841,  to  the  Governor  of  Georgia,  thus 
sharply  draws  the  contrast  between  an  indictment  and  an  affidavit: 

"  I  may,  nevertheless,  remind  your  Excellency  that  there  is  a 
wide  difference  between  an- affidavit  charging  crimes  and  an  in- 
dictment. The  former  is  a  hurried  proceeding.  It  is  the  act  of 
a  single  individual,  a  voluntary  accuser.  He  may  be  ignorant, 
prejadiced,  malicious,  corrupt,  and  even  depraved.  Often,  if  not 
always,  he  is  an  aggrieved  accuser.  There  are  manifest  reasons, 
then,  for  scrutinizing  his  complaint." 

'^  An  indictment,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  solemn  verdict  of  a  grand 

jury,  selected  upon  the  grounds  of  their  intelligence  and  virtue, 

sworn  and  charged  diligently  to  inquire  and  true  presentment 

make  upon  evidence,  ana  with  comprehensive  powers  to  collect 

testimony,  and  a  right  to  have  legal  advice  in  making  deductions 

of  law.     The  grand  jury  is  a  regularly  constituted   tribunal.     A 

majority  must  near  a  complaint.     A  majority  must  pronounce  an 

indictment  to  be  a  true  bill,  and  their  verdict  must  be  rendered 

in  open  court.     The  indictment  as  preferred  by  the   prosecuting 

officer  may  be  regarded  as  a  charge  submitted  by  him  to   the 

grand  jury,  and  it  is  not  until  they  have  inquired,  upon  oath,  into 

all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  proven  to  them  bv 

:*ompetent  witnesses,  that  they  can  affirm  the  charge  and  give  it 

Force  and  effect."     (Seward's  Works,  vol,  2,  p.  528.) 


This  difference  between  the  two  methods  of  charging  crime, 
o  forcibly  stated  by  Governor  Seward,  does  not  by  any  means 
[estroy  the  legal  efficacy  of  an  affidavit  as  one  of  the  uiethods, 
ince  the  law  for  good  reasons  has  made  it  such  a  method ;  but 
;  does  constitute  a  reason  why,  when  the  charge  is  in  this  form, 
elioald  be  carefully  scrutinized  by  the  executive  authority  whose 
aty  it  is  to  deal  with  the  subject.  The  a  priori  presumptions, 
lat  attach  to  an  indictment,  are  not  equally  applicable  to  an  affi- 
le vit. 

Judge  Andrews,in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in 
h^  JPeopU^  ex  rd.  Lavyreace^  v,  Brady ^  56  N.  T.  182,  said  :  "  It 
n  oot  be  held  that  any  less  degree  of  certainty  is  admissible  in 
a.f£davit  charging  conspiracy  than  is  required  in  an  indictment 
>  tlxe  same  offense.  If  any  distinction  exists  in  this  respect,  the 
davit  should  be  more  full  and  explicit."     The  prisoner  in  this 
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case  was  discharged  becaase,  upon  a  critical  examination  of  the 
affidavits  that  formed  the  basis  of  the  proceeding,  it  did  not,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  appear  that  these  affidavits  really 
charged  him  with  any  crime  known  to  the  laws  of  Michigan,  from 
which  State  he  was  alleged  to  be  a  fugitive. 

4.  Certification  of  tlie  Charge.  —  The  provision  of  the  law 
is  that  "  a  copy  "  of  the  indictment  found  or  the  affidavit  made 
befofe  the  proper  magistrate,  charging  the  crime  against  the  per- 
son demanded,  shall  be  produced  with  the  demand,  and  that  it 
shall  be  "  certified  as  authentic  by  the  Governor  or  chief  magis- 
trate of  the  State  or  Territory  from  whence  the  person  so  charged 
has  fled." 

It  is  hence  not  necessary  to  produce  the  original  indictment  or 
affidavit.  It  is  sufficient  to  produce  "  a  copy  "  thereof,  certifie<] 
in  the  way  prescribed. 

This  certification,  by  the  authority  mentioned,  is  the  legJ 
guaranty  as  to  the  existence  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit,  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  as  to  the  fact  that  the  "  copy  "  of  the  same  pi\>- 
duced  is  a  true  and  genuine  copy,  and  not  a  fraud  or  a  forgerv. 
so  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  or  Territory  to  whom  the  demand 
is  addressed,  and  who  is  asked  to  make  the  delivery,  will,  in  ler^Ai 
effect,  have  before  him  the  original  indictment  as  found,  or  tk 
original  affidavit  as  made,  in  the  State  or  Territory  from  wliich 
the  demand  proceeds.  The  certification  does  not  in  any  resixv: 
change  the  character  or  contents  of  the  indictment  or  aflidavit. 
It  authenticates  the  "copy"  as  a  true  and  veritable  exhil: 
thereof. 

The  law  assumes  that  the  executive  who  performs  ibis  dutj 
will  assure  himself  of  the  facts  to  which  he  thus  official!  v  cern- 
fies.  It  does  not  prescribe  the  manner  by  which  he  shall  be  ^ 
assured,  but,  assuming  that  he  will  be  no  party  to  a  fraud  c' 
trick,  it  leaves  this  to  his  discretion  and  integrity.  He,  of  coiir>t, 
cannot  honestly  certify  to  the  "  copy  "  until  properly  inforn:»:-. 
on  the  subject.  Indeed,  in  legal  contemplation,  he  himself  nmke? 
this  "  copy." 

The  certification,  being  properly  made,  is  conclueit>e  evident 
as  to  the  correctness  of  the  "  copy  "  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit, 
and  as  to  the  existence  of  one  or  the  other  in  accordance  vrith  tl  r 
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lawB  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  charge  is  made.  In 
The  Matter  of  Mcmcliestery  5  Cal.  237,  the  court  held  that  "  the 
Governor  of  the  State  issuing  the  requisition  for  the  fugitive  is 
the  only  proper  judge  of  the  authenticity  of  the  affidavit,  and  the 
judge,  on  habecbs  corpus^  cannot  go  behind  this  action  to  inquire 
whether  the  affidavit  was  a  forgery." 

So,  also,  in  Kiiigsbury's  Casey  106  Mass.  223,  it  was  held  that 
*'  the  certificate  of  the  Governor  of  another  State,  in  demanding 
of  the  Governor  of  tliis  Commonwealth  to  surrender  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  that  a  copy,  produced  with  the  demand,  of  a  com- 
plaint made  on  oath  to  a  person  styled  a  trial  justice  of  the  peace 
in  said  State,  charging  the  fugitive  with  a  crime,  is  authentic, 
sufficiently  authenticates  the  capacity  of  the  person  as  a  magistrate 
authorized  to  receive  the  complaint,  within  both  the  U.  S.  St.  of 
1793,  ch.  7,  §  1,  and  Gen.  Sts.,  ch.  177,  §  1." 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  Kentucky  v.  Dennison,  14  How.  66, 
106,  having  quoted  the  act  of  Congress,  proceeded  to  say:  "  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  judicial  acts  which  are  necessary  to 
authorize  the  demand,  are  plainly  specified  in  the  act  of  Congress, 
and  the  certificate  of  the  executive  authority  is  made  conclusive 
as  to  their  verity  when  presented  to  the  executive  of  the  State 
where  the  fugitive  is  found." 

This  is  evidently  in  accordance  with  the  design  of  the  law.  It 
meant  to  make  the  certification  sufficient  to  establish  the  points 
to  which  it  refers,  and  not  leave  them  open  to  debate  before  the 
Grovemor  to  whom  the  requisition  is  addressed. 

The  usual  form  of  making  this  certificate  is  to  incorporate  it  in 
;he  requisition  as  a  part  thereof,  reciting  that  it  appears  from  the 
annexed  copy  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit,  which  is  authentic 
.nd  duly  authenticated  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  this  State, 
bat  A.  B.  stands  charged  with  crime,  etc.  This  covers  the  whole 
round,  and  makes  the  requisitiou  conclusive  as  to  the  points 
srtified  to,  so  that  the  executive  to  whom  the  requisition  is  ad- 
ressed  has  no  right  to  go  behind  the  certification  and  inquire 
I  to  its  correctness. 
Section  2973  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Arkansas,  1874,  pro- 
des  that,  where  a  party  has  been  arrested  by  a  judicial  magis- 
ate  before  a  demand  for  his  delivery,  and  examined  by  such 
£i^istrate,  the  Governor  of  that  State,  if  in  his  opinion  the  ex- 
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amination  contains  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  finding  of 
'  an  indictment,  shall  forthwith  notify  the  Governor  of  the  Stale 
or  Territory  in  which  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  comnaitted 
of  the  proceedings  against  the  person  arrested,  and  that  he  will 
be  delivered  on  demand  without  requiring  a  copy  of  the  indid- 
inetit  to  accompan^y  the  demand. 

A  similar  provision,  in  like  circumstances,  is  contained  in  sa^- 
tion  4  of  chapter  44  of  the  General  Statutes  of  Colorado,  18^3, 
and  in  section  9  of  chapter  44  of  the  Compiled  Laws  of  Xausas 
(Dassler),  1881. 

These  provisions  are  manifestly  unconstitutional,  because  in- 
consistent with  the  law  of  Congress.  This  law  provides  that  ilie 
demanding  executive  must  produce,  with  the  demand^  a  copy  of 
an  indictment  found,  or  an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  in 
any  State  or  Territory,  charging  the  crime,  and  that  this  cc»py 
must  be  certified  as  authentic  by  the  demanding  executive,  as  the 
condition  precedent  to  the  obligation  of  delivery,  Congreci 
plainly  intended  that  this  should  be  the  rule  by  which  the  deliverv 
should  be  governed,  and  that  no  delivery  should  be  made  witlioui 
a  compliance  with  this  rule.  A  State  law,  superseding  the  ik- 
cessity  of  a  certified  copy  of  tlie  indictment,  on  the  theory  tU-. 
the  evidence  in  the  opinion  of  the  executive  is  sufficient  to  warrant 
an  indictment,  is  clearly  not  consistent  with  the  law  of  Congress. 

5.  The  Reality  and  SufllcieDcy  of  the  Criminal  Charge.— 

The  question  whether  there  is  any  charge  of  crime  against  a  party, 
and,  if  so,  then  whether  the  charge  is  sufficiently  made,  must,  h 
the  first  instance,  be  considered  and  detennined  by  the  Govern'  r 
of  the  State  or  Territory  who  makes  the  demand.  He  must,  i- 
, ,    ,  the  very  nature  of  things,  decide  both  of  these  questions,  and  i 

iQjii/  he  answers  either  or  both  in  the  negative,  he  will  then  see  :. 

\iWt^'  occasion  for  making  any  demand. 

Wjh'l'  So,  also,  the  Governor  to  whom  the  demand  is  addressed.  i~ 

j)!;i'f;| ;  the  event  that  one  is  made,  must  pass  judgment  upon  the  &-. 

'|'5|'!jf  questions.     He  must  read  and  examine  the  papers  presented  : 

him,  and  determine  whether  they  are  conformable  to  the  reqa:  - 
ments  of  law.     The  law  requires  that,  in  one  or  the  other  of  i 
ways  specified,  a  crime  shall  be  charged,  as  the  condition  precede- 
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to  the  obligation  of  delivery ;  and  whether,  in  the  case  presented 
to  liim,  this  has  been  done  or  not,  is  a  question  which  he  mnst 
determine,  since  it  is  necessarily  involved  in  that  of  his  legal  duty 
ia  the  premises,  fie  cannot  intelligently  decide  the  latter  question, 
without  determining  the  former. 

Judge  Gilbert,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  General  Term  of 

the  Supreme  Court  of  Kew  York  in  The  People^  ex  rd.  Draper^ 

V.  PinkertoTiy  17  Hun,  199,  said  :  "  The  duty  of  the  Governor  of 

this  State  to  issue  the  rendition  warrant  was  imperative.     Having 

performed  the  qu(Z8i  judicial  function  of  determining  that  the 

act  of  Congress  had  been  complied  with  by  the  Governor  of 

Massachusetts,  the  only  remaining  part  of  his  duty  was  ministerial 

only."    That  is  to  say,  having,  by  examination,  decided  that  the 

case,  as  presented  in  the  papers,  came  within  the  provision  of  the 

law,  then  he  had  only  to  do  what  the  law  directed  to  be  done. 

This  "  qiMsi  judicial  function  "  preceded  and  was  necessary  to  the 

"  ministerial "  part  of  his  duty. 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  Kentucky  v.  Dennisoriy  24  How.  66, 
154,  referred  to  the  necessity  that  the  charge  of  crime  should  be 
made  "  in  the  regular  course  of  judicial  proceedings,"  and  then 
pi"oceeded  to  say :  "  It  is  equally  necessary  that  the  executive 
authority  of  the  State,  on  which  the  demand  is  made,  should  be 
scUisjied  hy  competent  proof  that  the  party  was  so  charged."  The 
Governor  is  to  be  "  satisfied  "  on  this  question  of  fact ;  and  the 
>nly  way  in  which  he  can  be  thus  satisfied  is  to  examine  the  con- 
sents of  the  certified  copy  of  the  indictment  or  afSdavit,  as  the 
;ase  may  be,  and  thereby  ascertain  whether  a  crime  is  charged 
herein. 

The  object  in  setting  forth  the  crime,  not  simply  by  its  title, 
>nt  in  the  material  facts  and  circumstances  which  constitute  a 
3gal  description  of  the  offense  alleged,  and  which  must  be  stated 
1  order  to  make  the  charge  a  legal  accusation,  is  to  enable  the 
rovernor  to  judge  whether  a  crime  has  been  charged  with  suffi- 
'ent  explicitness  and  certainty  to  justify  the  arrest  and  surrender 
f  the  accused  party.  The  certified  copy  of  the  indictment  or 
B  davit  is  by  the  law  made  the  source  of  his  light  on  this  point; 
id  while  he  has  no  right  to  impeach  its  verity,  unless  he  has 
;ason  for  regarding  it  as  a  forgery,  he  certainly  has  a  right  to. 

id^e  of  its  character  and  contents. 

47 
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The  courts,  whenever  they  have  had  occasion  to  consider  the 
question  in  proceedings  on  fiabeds  corpusy  have  uniformly  adhered 
to  the  general  rule  that  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  relation 
to  the  charge  of  crime  should  be  strictly  complied  with,  as  indis- 
pensable to  tlie  legality  of  the  demand,  and  the  resulting  obli- 
gation of  delivery ;  and  so  far  as  they  have  differed  at  all,  the 
difference  has  related  to  what  is  involved  in  these  requirements. 

The  Supreme  Oourt  of  Texas,  in  ex  parte  Thornton^  9  Texas, 
635,  after  stating  the  law  on  the  subject,  proceeded  to  say : 

"  But  BO  far  from  its  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  warrant  that 
such  copy  has  been  presented  to  the  executive,  and  that  the  war- 
rant was  issued  in  consequence  thereof,  it  appears,  on  the  contrarv, 
that  the  executivq  acted  on  the  representation  of  the  executive  oi 
the  State  of  Arkansas,  to  the  effect  that  the  relator  stood  chai^i 
with  the  crime  of  forgery  in  that  State.  These  were  altogether 
insufficient  to  give  the  Governor  jurisdiction  in  the  case.  The 
representations  of  the  executive  oi  the  demanding  State  are  of  no 
eflcect,  unless  supported  by  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  in- 
dictment fotmd  or  the  affidavits  made." 

The  prisoner  m  tliis  case  was  discharged  because,  under  the 
law,  the  Governor  of  Texas,  upon  the  evidence  before  him  as  to 
the  commission  of  a  crime,  had  no  authority  to  issue  a  warrant  f^  r 
his  arrest. 

In  The  Mailer  of  Clarh^  9  Wend.  212,  Chief  Justice  Sava-^, 
having  referred  to  the  law  of  Congress  on  the  subject,  said :  ^'  In 
order  therefore  to  give  the  Governor  of  this  State  jurisdiction  in 
such  a  case,  three  things  are  requisite :  1.  The  fugitive  must  I- 
demanded  by  the  Executive  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled.  ± 
A  copy  of  the  indictment  found  or  an  affidavit  made  before  a 
magistrate,  charging  the  fugitive  with  liaving  committed  tl 
crime.  3.  Such  copy  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit  must  be  cer- 
tified as  authentic  by  the  executive.  If  these  prerequisites  have 
been  complied  with,  then  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  has  proper  j 
issued,  and  the  prisoner  is  legally  restrained  of  his  liberty.'^ 

Holding  that  the  case,  as  presented  to  the  court,  showed  such  i 
compliance,  the  Chief  Justice  further  said  that  "the  Govern'>r   : 
New  York  had  full  power  and  authority  to  issue  his  warrant  : 
direct  Clark  to  be  arrested  and  delivered  over  to  the  agent  of  tL. 
State  of  Rhode  Island." 
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Judge  Russell,  City  Judge  of  New  York,  having,  in  ScHomans* 

Casey  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.),  347,  adverted  to  the  extradition  clause  of 

the  Oonstitotion  and  the  law  of  Congress  to  carry  it  into  effect, 

said  in  regard  to  the  latter :  ^^  The  act  is  summary  in  its  effect, 

and  must  be  strictly  complied  with ;  otherwise  a  warrant  issued 

imder  it  would  be  absolutely  void."    Referring  to  the  conditions 

stated  by  Chief  Justice  Savage,  supra^  he  further  said  that  they 

had  not  been  complied  with  in  this  case,  and  hence  that  '^  the 

Governor  of  New  York  had  no  authority  to  issue  his  warrant  to 

arrest  the  prisoners,  and  direct  that  they  be  delivered  over  to  the 

agent  of  the  State  of  Louisiana."     On  this  ground  he  ordered 

tliem  to  be  discharged. 

In  The  Mailer  of  Butter,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.),  67,  Judge  Mc- 
Cunn,  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  City  of  New  York,  said  that 
the  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shows  that  ^^  the  prisoner 
-was  arrested  and  is  detained  by  no  authority  whatever."  The 
mere  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Tennessee,"  of  itself  and 
without  more,  affords  no  authority  or  justification  for  his  im- 
prisonment." The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Hyatt  "  merely  embodies  a 
hearsay  statement,  communicated  by  telegraph,  that  the  prisoner 
\s  charged  in  Tennessee  with  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  that 
[Commonwealth.  This  paper,  apart  from  being  nothing  more 
Iian  the  repetition  of  a  rumor,  is  fatally  defective  otherwise,  in 
lot  incorporating  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  charge  or  indict- 
aent  against  the  prisoner  in  Tennessee."  There  being  no  legal 
larise  for  his  detention,  the  court  ordered  him  to  be  discharged. 
In  Ex  'parte  Pfitzer,  28  Ind.  MO,  it  was  held  by  the  court  that 
he  papers,  accompanying  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of 
llinois  upon  the  Governor  of  Indiana,  "  did  not  satisfy  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  Congress  upon  the  subject  of  the  rendition 
f  fugitives.  A  copy  of  the  indictment  must  be  produced  before 
^G  Governor  of  the  State  is  authorized,  upon  the  requisition  of 
le  Governor  of  another  State,  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest 
f  the  fugitive."  Such,  as  the  court  held,  was  not  the  fact  in 
lis  case,  and  hence  the  warrant  was  held  to  be  illegally  issued 
i<i  void. 
These  cases  are  examples  of  the  uniform  doctrine  of  courts 
the  charge  of  crime,  made  in  the  way  prescribed  by  the  law 
Oongress,  must  exist  as  a  fact,  and  the  evidence  of  this  fact, 
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as  also  prescribed  by  Congress,  must  accompany  the  demand  for 
the  delivery  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  or  the  demand  will  have  lo 
legal  character  whatever,  and  create  no  obligation  of  delivery. 
The  mere  statement  of  the  demanding  executive  that  the  party 
demanded  is  charged  with  crime,  unaccompanied  by  the  evidence 
provided  for  by  Congress,  is  insuflScient.  It  proves  nothin;:. 
The  prescribed  evidence  must  be  produced,  and  it  must  estabiLu 
the  fact  alleged  in  the  demand. 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  certified  copy  of  the  indictmen; 
or  affidavit  shows  that  the  conduct  set  forth  is  a  crime,  Ju<i^'e 
Cooley  makes  the  following  observations : 

"  It  is  a  rule  of  evidence  that  the  authorities  of  one  State  msv 
assume  that  the  common  law  of  another  State  is  like  their  owa* 
but  that  they  cannot  take  judicial  notice  what  innovations  have 
been  made  by  statutes  of  another  State  upon  its  common  law. 
Therefore,  if  the  indictment  or  affidavit  contain  the  requisites  o: 
a  charge  of  a  common-law  offense,  it  is  presumptively  a  eliarg^r 
of  crime  in  due  form  of  law.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  chanr^i 
as  a  crime  conduct  that  would  not  be  criminal  at  common  law,  hie 
executive  of  another  State  cannot  know  that  such  condnct  is  criii.- 
inal  until  the  statute  is  shown  which  makes  it  so.  Bat  this  vs" 
seldom  cause  embarrassment,  because  the  published  volnmi^  «*:' 
the  laws  of  other  States  are  generally  made  evidence  by  statiit  \ 
and  the  Governor  has  only  to  look  into  the  proper  book  in  h; 
own  or  the  State  library  to  ascertain  what  he  is  required  to  kno^ 
on  that  subject."     (Princeton  Review,  January,  1879,  p.  lt>'. 

This  supposes  that  an  indictment  or  affidavit  may  be  so  deter- 
tive  as  really  not  to  charge  any  crime.  It  further  supposes  tiu^ 
where  the  offense  charged  is  a  purely  statutory  crime,  the  Gc-v- 
emor  may  and  should  examine  the  law  of  the  demanding  St:it€. 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  action  set  forth  is  an  odfen.^: 
against  that  law,  if  the  facts  are  as  charged.  If  the  offen-- 
charged  is  a  common-law  offense,  then,  as  a  rule  of  evidence,  t:^ 
presumption  is  that  it  is  such  a  crime  by  the  common  law  of  tL  - 
demanding  State. 

If  the  averments  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit,  though  s^/- 
stantialiy  charging  a  crime,  are  lacking  in  technical  accuracy,  an : 
for  this  reason  raise  a  doubt  as  to  their  legal  sufficiency,  who  is  to 
solve  that  doubt?  Judge  Cooley  asks  this  question,  and  cltrn 
several  cases  in  which  the  matter  was  remitted  to  the  ooorts  of 
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the  demanding  State.  {Johnston  v.  HUeyj  13  Ga.  97 ;  The  State 
V.  Buziney  4  Harring.  572 ;  The  Matter  of  Voorkeee^  3  Vroom, 
141 ;  and  Davis's  Oase^  122  Mass.  324.) 

Chief  Justice  Beasley,  responding,  in  5^  Matter  of  VoorheeSy 
3  Vroom,  141,  to  the  objection  "  that  although  the  false  pretenses 
are  set  forth  in  the  pleading,  there  are  no  statements  in  it  to  show 
how  such  pretenses  were  made  operative  in  the  production  of  the 
fraud  which  is  alleged,"  said : 

^^  It  would  be  9  complete  answer  to  this  position  to  remark, 
that  there  is  no  rule  oi  criminal  pleading  which  requires  such 
manifestation,  and  that  many  of  the  approved  precedents,  in  this 
respect,  accord  with  the  form  criticised.  But,  to  avoid  miscon- 
ception, it  is  deemed  best  to  resolve  the  question  on  the  more 
general  ground  that  this  is  a  matter  of  pl^uiing  with  wliich  the 
authorities  of  this  State  have  no  concern.  It  is  clear  that  this 
indictment  does  contain  a  charge  of  the  commission  of  crime 
against  the  laws  of  New  Hampshire,  and  that  is  all  that  is  nec- 
essary. It  is  for  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  latter  State  to  de- 
cide upon  the  sufficiency  of  such  charge  as  a  matter  of  technical 
pleading." 

So,  also,  in  Davis's  Case^  122  Mass.  324,  the  court  held  that 
it  could  not  discharge  the  prisoner  on  account  of  merely  '*  formal 
defects  in  the  indictment,"  since  this  belonged  to  the  question  of 
**  technical  pleading,"  and  was  to  be  disposed  of  "  in  the  State  in 
w^liich  the  indictment  was  found."  Judge  Oooley  remarks  that 
^^  in  Delaware  this  view  was  adhered  to  so  strictly  that  a  fugitive 
WBS  surrendered,  notwithstanding  the  Superior  Court  of  the 
State,  after  having  examined  into  the  facts  of  the  case,  had 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  alleged  crime  was  nothing  but  a 
civil  trespass."  {The  State  v.  Schlemrny  4  Harring.  577.)  It  is 
difficult  to  reconcile  such  a  decision  with  the  plain  letter  and  in- 
tent of  the  law,  since  the  defect  was  not  a  matter  of  *^  technical 
pleading,"  but  a  failure  to  charge  a  crime. 

The  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  in  The  People^  ex  reL  Law- 
"^T^^se^  V.  Brady y  56  N.  Y.  182,  having  before  it  the  papers  that 
v^re  presented  to  the  Governor  of  that  State,  examined  these 
>2i.pers,  and  among  other  things,  held  as  follows :  1.  That  the 
affidavits  were  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  the  execu- 
i  ve  warrant.    2.  That  they  did  not  necessarily  charge  a  crime, 
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as  the  thns  obtaining  property  was  not,  by  the  common  kw,  in 
all  cases  a  crime.  3.  That  it  was  not  made  to  appear  that  the 
fugitive  was  guilty  of  any  offense  punishable  by  the  laws  of 
Michigan,  which  was  the  demanding  State.  4.  That  if  a  con- 
spiracy to  do  a  wrongful  act  affecting  the  property  of  another  h 
an  offense  by  the  laws  of  said  State,  although  neither  the  end  nor 
the  means  are  criminal,  that  fact  should  have  been  shown  by  tl:e 
affidavits.  5.  That  the  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  in- 
law of  that  State,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof,  the  presumptl*  n 
is  that  the  courts  of  that  State  agree  with  our  own  in  declaring 
and  interpreting  the  common  law. 

The  prisoner  was  discharged,  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  of  tl 
insufficiency  of  the  affidavits,  upon  which  the  arrest  was  fouDde^i 
to  set  forth  a  crime  according  to  the  laws  of  Michigan.  The  cour 
assumed  its  right  to  pass  upon  this  question,  and  did  not  rem!: 
it  to  the  courts  of  Michigan,  and  in  so  doing,  it  in  effect  Ld : 
that  the  Governor  of  the  State  had  made  a  mistake  in  the  iss::' 
of  the  warrant  for  arrest  and  dehvery. 

The  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maine,  in  their  opini  i 
given  to  the  Governor  of  that  State,  said  :  "  In  our  opinion  it  :• 
the  duty  of  the  executive  of  this  State  to  cause  to  be  delivere: 
over  to  the  agent  of  another  State,  at  the  request  of  the  exe-- 
tive  thereof,  a  citizen  of  this  State  charged  by  indictment  w.:^ 
the  fraud  before  set  ioTt\iyWhichybetng  inriioted  in  such  State^  m: 
he  presumed  to  he  there  regarded  as  a  crime^  if  the  exeenti  - 
of  this  State  is  satisfied  that  such  citizen  has  fled  from  justice  f  r  n 
the  State  making  the  demand,  and  not  otherwise."  (24Am: 
Jurist,  226.)  The  point,  to  be  here  observed,  is  that  these  JuiL  ^ 
make  the  fact  of  an  indictment  the  basis  of  a  presumption  that  l 
fraud  set  forth  therein  is  a  crime  according  to  the  laws  of  the  i  - 
manding  State  sufficient  to  justify  the  arrest  and  delivery,  v*-_ 
out  further  proof  showing  this  fact. 

Judge  West  brook,  in  The  Matter  of  Briscoe^  51  How.  Pr.  -Li. 
said : 

"  Briscoe  was  indicted  in  the  State  of  Georgia  for  the  fran  i  : 
lent  conversion  of  property  intrusted  to  him  as  a  commist:  ' 
merchant,  to  be  sold.     As  the  act  of  1793  makes  the  evideii<re  • 
the  right  to  demand  the  fugitive  '  the  copy  of  the  indictic    '- 
found,'  and  such  copy  was  produced  to  the  (jovemor  of  this  St^i. 
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it  is  nnneoessaiy  to  examine  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
alleged  offense  charged  in  the  indictment  is  one  known  to  the 
laws  of  our  State,  and  if  not,  whether  or  not  proof  should  have 
accompanied  the  papers,  showing  that  it  was  a  crime  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Geoi^gia.  2n  The  MaUer  qf  Lawrence  (66 
N.  Y.  182), before  referr^  to,  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  demand- 
ing evidence  that  the  allied  offense  charged  in  the  afiSdavit  was 
a  crime  under  the  laws  of  Michigan,  put  it  upon  the  ground  that 
it  did  ^  not  appear  that  an  indictment  nad  been  found  against  the 
relator,'  and  ^  the  fact  that  an  inferior  magistrate  has  issued  a  war- 
rant of  arrest  upon  the  same  proof  as  was  presented  to  the  execu- 
tive of  this  State,  does  not  justify  the  inference  that  a  legal  crime 
was  charged  in  the  affidavits.'  As  the  case  before  us  is  directly 
within  the  law  of  Oongress,  our  conclusion  is  that  the  indictment 
produced  is  sufficient  evidence  that  the  party  is  charged  with  a 
crime  known  to  the  laws  of  Georgia,  and  that  no  valid  exception 
to  the  order  of  the  Governor  exists  on  this  ground." 

The  ruling  and  the  reasoning  of  Judge  Westbrook,  in  this 
case,  proceed  upon  the  supposition  that  an  indictment  of  itself 
sufficiently  settles  the  fact  that  the  crime  charged  is  a  crime 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  demanding  State.  The  New  York 
Court  of  Appeals,  in  17^  Matter  qf  LoMyrence^  referred  to  by 
Judge  Westbrook,  said :  ^^  It  does  not  appear  that  an  indictment 
Las  been  found  against  the  relator,  and  the  question  arises  whether 
the  affidamts  charge  him  with  the  commission  of  a  crime  in  the 
State  of  Michigan."  The  court  held  that  they  did  not,  and  for 
this  reason  discharged  the  prisoner. 

The  head-note  in  Ths  Case  of  OreeTumgh^  81  Vt.  279,  reads  as 
follows:  "When  the  fugitive  is  charged  with  crime  by  an 
affidavit,  and  it  appears  clearly  from  the  whole  affidavit  that  no 
crime  has  been  committed,  it  seems  that  a  court,  upon  habeae 
corpvs^  msj  properly  discharge  the  prisoner,  notwithstanding  the 
executive  npon  whom  the  requisition  is  made  has  granted  a 
ip^arrant  upon  which  he  has  been  arrested,  but  aUter^  when  the 
prisoner  has  been  indicted  in  the  State  from  whence  the  requisi- 
tion comes."  This,  as  to  the  question  whether  a  crime  has  been 
charged,  gives  to  an  indictment  a  presumptive  character  not 
possessed  by  an  affidavit. 


6»  The  Conclusions.  —  The  conclusions,  in  respect  to  the  fact 
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and  the  sufficiency  of  the  criminal  charge,  derivable  from  this  ex- 
amination of  the  subject,  are  the  following : 

(1.)  The  authorities  all  agree  in  the  absolute  necessity  of  & 
strict  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  Congreat 
A  crime  in  the  demanding  State  or  Territory  must,  in  that  State 
or  Territory,  be  charged  against  the  alleged  fugitive,  either  in 
the  form  of  an  indictment  or  information  where  this  is  allowable, 
or  in  that  of  an  affidavit  before  a  magistrate  who  is  competent  far 
law  to  take  affidavits. 

(2.)  The  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  a"charge,  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  the  demanding  State  or  Territory,  is  a  copy  thereof 
certified  to  be  authentic  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  or  Territory 
from  which  the  person  so  charged  has  fled,  and  produced  with 
the  requisition  for  his  arrest  and  delivery.  This  certification  k 
conclusive  evidence  to  this  effect,  and  is  hence  not  to  be  disputed 
on  the  question  of  fact. 

(3.)  The  charge,  whether  in  the  form  of  an  indictment  or  that 
of  an  affidavit,  must  set  forth  the  essential  facts  and  circumstance 
of  the  act  or  acts  alleged  as  constituting  the  crime  diai^ged 
Every  crime  is  a  particular  crime,  and  legally  to  charge  its  cooo- 
mission  is  to  state  the  act  or  acts  in  the  circumstances  of  time  and 
place,  by  which  it  was  committed.  This  must  be  done  with  suffi- 
cient explicitness  and  fullness  to  show  that,  upon  the  assiimption 
of  the  truth  of  the  charge,  a  crime  has  been  actually  committed. 

(4.)  If  the  crime  charged  is  an  offense  at  common  law,  then,  as 
a  rule  of  evidence,  the  presumption,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to 
the  contrary,  is  that  it  is  also  crime  in  the  demanding  State. 

(5.)  If,  however,  the  crime  be  merely  a  statutory  offense,  then 
the  laws  of  the  demanding  State  may  and  should  be  consulted  br 
the  Governor  asked  to  make  the  delivery,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  a  crime  has  really  been  charged ;  and  it  is  proper  in  such 
a  case  that  the  laws  alleged  to  be  violated  should  be  set  forth  in 
the  charge  as  the  authorities  of  one  State  do  not  take  judicial  notice 
of  the  laws  of  another  State. 

(6.)  If  the  charge  be  in  the  form  of  an  indictment,  the  pre- 
sumption from  this  fact  is  that  the  crime  charged  is  a  crime  in  the 
demanding  State  or  Territory. 

(7.)  If  there  are  "technical  defects"  in  an  indictment,  which  are 
mere  matters  of  pleading,  and  do  not  affect  the  substance  and 
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safficicncj  of  the  indictment,  considered  as  containing  a  charge  of 
crime,  then  these  defects  are  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  courts  of 
the  demanding  State  or  Territory  when  the  party  or  parties  shall 
be  brought  to  trial,  and  do  not  constitute  a  reason  why  the  de- 
mand should  not  bo  complied  with,  or  for  a  discharge  on  habeas 
corpusj  provided  a  crime  is  really  charged. 

(8.)  As  to  the  question  whether  a  crime  against  the  laws  of  the 
demanding  State  or  Territory  is  charged  in  the  indictment  or 
affidavit,  so  as  to  supply  the  ground  of  the  obligation  of  delivery, 
the  authorities  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  the  requisition 
is  addressed,  including  the  Governor  in  the  first  instance,  and  the 
courts  thereof  in  the  second  instance  when  proceeding  by  habeas 
corpus^  with  all  the  papers  before  them,  have  the  right  to  inquire 
and  determine,  not  whether  the  accused  party  is  actually  guilty, 
but  whether  he  has  been  charged  with  crime  in  due  form  of 
law. 

This  question  is  not  wholly  a  matter  to  be  determined  by  the 

authorities  of  the  demanding  State  or  Territory.     It  belongs 

equally  to  the  authorities  of  the  State  or  Territory  asked  to  make 

tho  delivery.    The  Governor  of  such  State  or  Territory  must,  in 

the  first  instance,  consider  and  determine  the  question,  in  order 

to  decide  whether  it  is  his  duty  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest 

and  delivery  of  the  party  demanded,  and  if  he  has  issued  such 

\rarrant,  and  the  party,  being  arrested,  sues  out  a  writ  of  habeas 

ctfrpuSj  as  he^wonld  have  a  right  to  do,  then  the  court  issuing  the 

Terit  must  determine  the  question,  in  order  to  decide  whether  it 

shall  discharge  him  from  the  arrest  or  remand  him  to  custody. 

48 
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THE  FLIGHT  FBOM  JT7BTI0B. 

1.  The  Words  of  the  Constitution.  —  The  language  of  ik 
OoQBtitution  is  that  ^^  a  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treasc  c 
felony,  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  frofn  justice  and  he  fo^. 
in,  anothsr  States  shall  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority 
the  State  yrom  which  he  Jledy  .be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed : 
the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime." 

The  words,  here  placed  in  italics,  relate  to  the  flight  from  ji^ 
tice.  They  are  words  of  description,and  as  such  state  a  fact  wlii 
forms  an  essential  part  of  the  case,  and  which  must  be  in  eve^^ 
ease  of  extradition  authorized  by  the  Constitution.  It  is  l> 
enough  that  the  party  is,  in  a  proper  judicial  proceeding,  charge. 
*'  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,"  since  this  of  itself  d-d 
not  make  the  case  specified.  Nor  is  it  enough  that  he  ifi  tlu 
charged  in  one  State  and  ^^  found  in  another  State,"  since  iL> 
does  not  present  the  case  stated  in  the  Oonstitution. 

The  Oonstitution  uses  the  words  ^^  who  shall  flee  from  justice^ 
that  is  to  say,  from  the  justice  of  the  State  in  which  he  ischar^v^ 
with  crime,  and  in  order  to  flee  from  the  justice  here  referrt 
to,  he  must  flee  from  that  State.    If  he  has  not,  as  a  matter  •: 
fact  fled  from  the  State,  then  the  provision  has  no  applicatioc  t 
him.     He  is  to  be  delivered  up,  if  at  all,  upon  the  **  demand 
the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  hefled^^    Ht 
to  be  removed  "  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime. 
that  is  to  say,  the  State  making  the  charge,  from  whose  justice  L 
has  fled  by  fleeing  from  the  State. 

The  Constitution  further  speaks  of  this  person  as  being  ^c:' 
in  another  State,'*  and  puts  the  fleeing  specified  and  the  be:: 
thus  found  in  immediate  connection,  making  the  hitter  i 
sequel  of  the  former.  He  flees  and  is  thus  found.  The  laiicr:;^^: 
is  not  "  who  shall  flee  from  justice  or  be  found  in  another  Sure. 
so  that  either  fact  would  suffice  for  his  extradition.  Both  f-  - 
—  the  fleeing  from  the  charging  and  demanding  State,  and  ti^ 
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being  found  in  another  State  —  most  co-exist  in  the  same  case,  or 
the  case  will  not  be  the  one  described  in  the  Constitation. 

As  to  the  evidence  by  which  this  question  of  fact  shall  be  deter- 
mined, so  as  to  have  the  fact  established  and  the  delivery  effected, 
the  Constitation  provides  no  rule.  The  mere  fact  that  a  person  is 
in  a  given  State  charged  with  crime  against  its  laws  does  not  prove 
that  he  has  fled  therefrom,  since  he  may  be  still  in  the  State ;  and 
so  the  fact  that  a  person  thus  charged  is  found  in  another  State 
does  not  necessarily  show  that  he  has  fled  from  the  State  making 
the  charge,  and  to  the  State  in  which  he  is  found,  since,  within 
the  time  covered  by  the  charge,  he  may  not  have  been  within  the 
former  State  and  without  the  latter  State  at  all,  and  if  so,  then 
he  may  not  have  fled  from  one  of  these  States  to  the  other. 

The  flight  from  justice  and  the  being  found  in  another  State 
than  that  in  which  the  crime  is  charged  to  have  been  committed, 
present  a  distinct  fact  in  the  case,  not  identical  with  the  charge, 
and  not  necessarily  involved  in  it  or  proved  by  it.  And  yet  this 
fact  exists  in  the  case  stated  in  the  Constitution,  and  must  hence 
be  shown  to  exist  when  the  provision  is  practically  applied  for 
the  purpose  of  extradition. 

2.  The  Words  of  the  Law  of  Congress.  —  The  statute  of 
Congress  provides  that  "  whenever  the  executive  authority  of  any 
State  or  Territory  demands  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice^ 
of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  which  8uch 
j^erson  haafied^  and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found  or 
an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory, 
charging  the  person  demanded  with  treason,  felony  or  other 
crime,  certified  as  authentic  by  the  Oovemor  or  Chief  Magistrate 
of  the  State  or  Territory  yrew*  whence  the  person  so  charged  hm 
jled^  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or 
Territory  to  which  such  person  hasfledy^  to  cause  him  to  be  ar- 
rested and  delivered  up  as  provided  in  the  statute. 

The  case,  as  here  recited  and  as  based  upon  the  words  of  the 
Constitution,  is  that  of  a  person  who,  being  charged  with  crime 
in  one  State  or  Territory,  has  fled  therefrom,  in  the  character  of 
**  a  fugitive  from  justice,''  to  another  State  or  Territory.  His 
thus  fleeing  makes  him  ^^  a  fugitive  from  justice : "  and  this  is 
entirely  distinct  from  the  crime  with  which  he  is  charged.     It 
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follows  after  the  crime,  but  is  no  part  of  it ;  and  yet  it  is  material 
to  the  case  as  stated  in  the  statute,  and  mast  be  in  every  case  to 
which  the  statute  is  applicable. 

The  provision  is  definite,  clear,  and  explicit  as  to  the  charge  of 
crime,  and  as  to  the  certified  evidence  of  the  charge ;  but,  on  the 
qnostion  of  fact  whether  the  person  charged  is  a  fugitive  or  not 
from  one  State  or  Territory  to  another  State  or  Territory  —  the 
former  being  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  crime  is  chai^d 
to  have  been  committed,  and  the  latter  the  State  or  Territory  to 
which  he  fled,  —  no  provision  is  in  express  terms  made  for  its 
determination,  and  no  rule  of  evidence  is  prescribed  by  which 
the  question  is  to  be  settled.  And  yet  the  law  assumes  that  it 
will  be  settled  in  each  case  of  its  application. 

8.  The  Meaning  of  Flight  from  Justice.— The  Constitution 
speaks  of  the  party  as  one  ^^who  shall  flee  from  justice,"  and  of 
the  State  in  which  the  crime  is  charged  as  '^  the  State  from  which 
he  fled."  So,  also,  the  law  of  Congress  speaks  of  him  '^  as  a  fu- 
gitive from  justice,'*as  having  "  fled  "  from  a  State  or  Territory, 
and  as  having  "  fled  "  to  a  State  or  Territory. 

These  descriptive  terms  are  intended  to  designate  a  fact. 
What  then  is  that  fact?  A  part  of  the  fact  evidently  consists  in 
bodily  locomotion,  by  which  the  person  in  the  exercise  of  his  own 
will,  and  by  his  own  choice,  removes  himself  from  the  State  or 
Territory  in  which  he  is  assumed  to  have  committed  a  crime,  to 
some  other  State  or  Territory.  He  leaves  the  one  and  goes  to 
the  other.  He  is  not  removed  from  the  one  to  the  other  by  a 
legal  process,  since  this  would  be  no  fleeing,  on  his  part.  He 
himself  does  the  fleeing,  and  that  too  by  choice,  and  is  hence 
the  voluntary  agent  of  his  own  flight. 

This,  however,  is  not  the  whole  fact  in  the  case,  since  he  is  as- 
sumed to  go  away  ^^  as  a  fugitive  from  justice."  He  takes  him- 
self out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  or  Territory,  in  order  to 
escape  its  justice  for  a  crime  which  he  is  conscious  of  having  com- 
mitted. He  knows  that  if  he  were  to  remain,  he  would  be  liable 
to  arrest  and  trial,  and,  if  convicted^  to  punishment  for  this  crime; 
and,  in  order  to  escape  this  liability,  he  flees,  goes  away,  and  re- 
moves himself  to  a  place  where,  as  he  supposes,  the  same  liability 
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will  not  exist.    He  hopes  in  this  way  to  detach  himself  from  the 
legal  conseqaenees  of  a  criminal  offense. 

Such,  in  general  terms,  ia  undoubtedly  the  meaning  of  the 
flight  from  justice.  The  phrase  is  descriptive  of  what  criminals 
usaally  dq,  after  they  have  committed  offenses ;  and,  in  this  par- 
ticular case,  it  is  a  flight  or  fleeing  from  one  State  or  Territory, 
to  another  State  or  Territory.  The  following  authorities  show 
the  construction  placed  upon  this  phrase  in  specific  cases: 

Governor  Fairfield,  of  Maine,  in  the  case  of  Oertain  FttgUives^ 
demanded  by  the  Governor  of  Massachusetts,  in  1888  (24  Amer. 
Jurist,  226),  alluded  to  the  doctrine  that  if  a  person  is  charged 
with  crime  in  one  State  and  found  in  another,  this  will  be  suffi- 
cient both  to  constitute  and  prove  the  fact  of  fieeing  from  justice 
and  then  proceeded  to  say  : 

^'  To  show  that  this  position  is  untenable  let  us  suppose  a  case. 
A  person  commits  an  offense  (say  larceny),  in  this  State,  where  he 
continues  subsequently  to  reside  for  several  years,  engaged  in  his 
usual  avocation,  the  offense  being  a  matter  of  public  notoriety, 
and  no  one  attempting  in  any  way  to  disturb  him  by  a  prosecu- 
tion. He  then  removes  to  the  State  of  Georgia,  witn  his  family 
and  property,  going  away  not  clandestinely,  but  openly,  in  the 
day-time,  and  by  the  usual  mode  of  conveyance.  He  continues 
his  residence  in  Georgia  for  several  years,  pursuing  his  regular 
business  there,  and  demeaning  himseli  in  all  respects  as  a  ^ood 
citizen.  Can  this  man  properly  be  considered  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  and  should  the  authorities  of  Georgia  surrender  him  to 
be  returned  to  this  State  to  be  tried  on  an  indictment^  procnred, 
perhaps,  by  a  personal  enemy,  and  for  an  offense  committed  some 
twenty  years  before?  This  may  be  a  strong  case,  but  it  tests  the 
principle  involved.  It  is  admitted  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  crime 
of  which  he  stands  charged,  and  he  is  found  withm  another  jur- 
isdiction, and  if  this  be  regarded  as  sufficient,  according  to  the 
argument  of  counsel,  then  the  person,  in  the  case  supposed,  must 
be  delivered  up,  the  Governor  naving  nothing  to  do  bat  to  see 
that  the  copy  of  the  indictment  is  duly  authenticated.  I  cannot 
concur  in  the  supposed  correctness  of  these  views,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  am  of  the  opinion  that  all  the  circumstances  should  be 
inquired  into  in  relation  to  the  commission  of  the  offense,  the 
subsequent  conduct  of  the  accused,  the  time  and  manner  of  his 
leaving  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  his  offense,  etc.,  in  order 
to  determine  the  question  whether  he  has  fied  to  avoid  a  prose- 
cution." 

The  Governor  further  said  in  these  cases : 
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"  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  when  one  is  conscious  of  hav- 
ing cooiniitted  '  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime '  in  one  State,  and 
leaves  that  State,  knowing  that  by  remaining  he  is  subject  to  a 
prosecution,  a  sufficient  time  not  having  elapsed,  or  other  circum- 
stances occurred  to  remove  all  reasonable  apprehension  of  a  prose- 
cution, he  may  fairly  be  regarded  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  Oonstitution." 

The  visible  fact  here  presented  is  the  leading  the  State  in  which 
one  has  committed  a  crime,  under  circumstances  that,  by  the  ordi- 
nary rules  of  common  sense  applied  to  human  conduct,  imply  that 
at  least  one  of  the  reasons  for  leaving  the  State  was  to  escape  its 
justice.  The  fact  that  the  party  is  charged  with  crinie  makes  a 
prima/acie  case  against  him ;  and  the  leaving,  as  described  by 
'Governor  Fairfield,  shows  that  the  object  was  to  escape  justice 
and  hence  makes  the  party  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

The  aflB  davit,  in  Kingaburifa  Case^  106  Mass.  223,  showed 
that  the  prisoner  lived  in  Boston,  that  she  went  to  the  State  of 
Maine,  and  there  did  the  acts  complained  of  and  alleged  to  con- 
stitute a  larceny,  and  that  soon  afterward,  and  before  the  larceny 
was  known,  she  returned  back  to  Boston.  She  was  by  the  court 
regarded  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  and  remanded  to  the  custody 
of  the  officer  holding  her.  The  court  held  that  "  to  constitute  a 
fugitive  from  the  justice  of  a  State,  within  the  meaning  of  U.  S. 
St.  of  1793,  ch.  7,  and  Gen.  Sts.,  ch.  177,  it  is  sufficient  that  the 
person,  there  charged  with  crime,  has  gone  beyond  its  jurisdiction, 
so  that  there  has  been  no  reasonable  opportunity  to  prosecute  him 
since  the  facts  were  known,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  he  has  gone 
to  the  place  of  his  domicile." 

The  fact  that  the  party  lives  in  the  State  to  which  he  has  re- 
turned does  not,  according  to  this  ruling,  change  his  character  as  a 
fugitivefrom  justice,  if  going  into  another  State  and  there  commit- 
ing  a  crime,  he  so  withdraws  therefrom  as  to  give  no  reasonable 
opportunity  for  a  prosecution  against  him  after  the  crime  becomes 
known.  The  presumption  of  law  is  that  he  sought  to  evade  the 
justice  of  that  State,  and  his  going  back  to  his  own  home  will 
not  remove  this  presumption.  His  place  of  ordinary  residence, 
whether  in  the  State  to  which  he  goes,  or  in  that  from  wliidi  he 
goes,  does  not  affect  the  question.  Such  is  the  doctrine  of  this 
case. 
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The  facts  in  Adam£  Gase^  7  Law.  Rep.  386,  which  came  before 
the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York  in  1844,  were  these : 
Adams,  being  a  citizen  of  Ohio,  was  charged  in  the  city  of  New 
York  with  obtaining  money  by  false  pretenses.  He  came  to 
New  York  on  a  bridal  tour  some  months  after  the  commission  of 
the  offense  for  which  he  was  indicted.  He  suddenly  left 
and  went  to  Philadelphia,  as  was  claimed  by  him,  on  business, 
and  then  returned  to  his  home  in  Ohio.  After  this  the  indict- 
ment was  found  against  him,  and  being  demanded  as  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  he  was  delivered  up  by  the  Governor  of  Ohio,  and 
brought  back  to  New  York.  A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  sued 
out  in  his  behalf ;  and  at  the  hearing  thereon  he  claimed  that  he 
had  not  fled  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law. 

Judge  Vanderpoel,  the  full  court  sitting  with  him  at  the  time, 
held  that  his  flight  from  justice  was  sufficiently  shown  by  these 
facts,  and  in  regard  to  this  point  he  said : 

"  If  a  man  within  a  State  secretly  commits  a  crime  and  suddenly 
departs,  the  crime  not  being  discovered  till  months,  or  if  you 
please,  a  year  after  his  departure,  though  he  may  have  left  for  pur- 
poses other  than  fleeing  irom  the  justice  of  the  State  against  wnich 
ne  offended,  yet  he  surely  might  oe  treated  and  proceeded  against 
as  a  fugitive  n-om  justice.  The  consciousness  of  his  having  commit- 
ted the  crime,  of  his  being  amenable  to  the  laws  of  the  State  against 
which  he  offended,  might  and  would  probably  be  regarded  as  the 
motive  for  going  out  of  its  limits,  and  form  a  legitimate  basis  for 
an  executive  requisition  and  surrender." 

The  fact  that  the  purpose  to  escape  justice  was  not  the  sole 
reason  for  the  departure,  after  the  commission  of  an  offense,  does 
not,  according  to  this  statement,  make  it  the  less  true  that  the 
party  is  to  be  deemed  a  fugitive  from  justice.  It  is  sufficient  if 
the  facts  reasonably  show  that  this  was  one  of  the  reasons. 

In  The  Matter  of  Yoorheea^  3  Vroom,  141,  Chief  Justice 
Beasley  said :  "  A  person  who  commits  a  crime  within  a  State, 
and  withdraws  himself  from  such  jurisdiction,  without  waiting  to 
abide  the  consequences  of  such  act,  must  be  regarded  as  a  fugitive 
from  the  justice  of  the  State  whose  laws  he  has  infringed.  Any  other 
construction  would  not  only  be  inconsistent  with  good  sense  and 
with  the  obvious  import  of  the  word  to  be  interpreted  in  the  con- 


384  THE  FLIGHT  F£OM  JVSTIOE. 

text  in  which  it  stands,  bnt  would  likewise  destroy,  for  practical 
purposes,  the  efficacy  of  the  entire  constitutional  provision.'* 

The  withdrawal  in  the  circumstances  stated,  without  waiting 
to  abide  the  legal  consequences  of  the  criminal  act,  is  itself,  ac- 
cording to  this  ruling,  an  act  of  flight  from  justice.  The  circum- 
stances, in  which  it  is  done,  give  it  this  character. 

In  Simmons  v.  The  Commonwealth^  5  Binn.  (Pa.)  617,  it  was 
held  that  a  person  stealing  goods  abroad,  and  coming  into  Penn- 
sylvania, cannot  be  there  indicted  for  the  crime,  but  is  to  be  re- 
garded and  treated  as  a  fugitive  from  jastice. 

Where  a  fugitive  from  justice  has  been  delivered  up  by  the  Gover- 
nor on  whom  the  demand  was  made,  allowed  bail,  forfeited  his 
bail  and  again  becomes  a  fugitive,  he  retains  his  character  as  such, 
and  the  Governor  may  order  a  second  arrest  and  delivery.  {7%e 
Matter  of  HugheSj  PhilL  (N.  O.)  L.  57,  and  Jn  re  ChreeMugh^ 
81  Vt.  279.) 

The  case  of  In  re  John  «7.  Patterson^  in  1877,  came  on  habeas 
corpusy  before  Judge  Humphreys,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  at  chambers.  Patterson  was  at  the  time  a 
Senator  of  the  United  States  from  South  Carolina,  and  in  attend- 
ance upon  the  sessions  of  the  Senate.  He  was  demanded  by  the 
Governor  of  that  State  as  a  fugitive  from  its  justice,and  was  arrested 
in  the  District  under  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District,  in  the  exercise  of  the  authority 
given  in  section  843  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
relating  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  case  appears  on  the  record  as  cause  No.  12,182  Crim. 
This  record  shows  that  Patterson,  in  his  application  for  a  writ  of 
hdbeaa  corpus^  placed  the  alleged  illegality  of  his  arrest  on  various 
grounds.  One  of  these  grounds  was  the  allegation  that  he  was 
not  a  fugitive  from  justice,  but  was  a  Senator  of  the  United  States 
from  South  Carolina,  and  as  such  had  resided  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  more  than  two  years  next  preceding ;  and  that  da^ 
ing  the  last  four  years  he  had  repeatedly  been  in  South  Carolina 
without  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  authorities  of  the  State  to 
arrest  him.  The  Judge,  on  the  hearing  of  the  case,  allowed  evi- 
dence to  be  introduced  in  proof  of  this  allgation,  so  far  as  the 
facts  were  not  disclosed  by  the  record  itself. 

The  result  of  the  bearing  was  a  discharge  of  the  prisoner  from 
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the  arresty  but  the  recoid  docs  not  show  on  whatgronnd  the  order 
was  based.  There  was  no  official  reporter  in  attendance,  and  the 
case  is  not  mentioned  in  Mac  Arthur's  reports,  since  tliese  reports 
contain  only  the  eases  decided  at  the  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District. 

The  Washington  Post  of  December  7, 1877,  however,  contains 
an  unofficial  report  of  the  language  of  Judge  Humphreys  in  giv- 
ing his  decision  in  the  case.  According  to  this  report,  the  Judge 
said :  ^'  The  papers  in  this  case  show  that  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina commissioned  Patterson  as  its  Senator,  and  the  commission 
as  Senator  antedates  the  requisition.  The  petitioner  was  sent  to 
Washington  by  the  people  of  South  Carolina  as  their  Senator. 
Can  he  then  be  said  to  be  a  fugitive  from  justice  ?  *  *  *  * 
A  party  sent  to  do  a  particular  act  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  fugitive 
from  justice  by  llie  authorities  that  commissioned  him  whilst  his 
mission  is  not  ended." 

It  appears  from  this  language  that  Judge  Humphreys  did  not 
regard  Patterson  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  whether  this  was  or 
was  not  the  sole  reason  for  his  discharge.  The  circumstances 
very  strongly  showed  that  his  withdrawal  from  South  Carolina 
was  not  a  flight  from  justice,  but  simply  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties  as  a  Senator  of  the  United  States  from  that  State. 

Governor  Cullom  of  Illinois,  was,  in  1878,  requested,  by  the 
Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  to  order  the  arrest  and  delivery  of 
Michael  Gaffigan  and  Michael  Merrick,  citizens  of  Illinois,  as 
fugitives  from  the  justice  of  the  former  State,  on  the  basis  of  an 
indictment  found  against  them  in  Pennsylvania  in  1865.  He 
issued  his  warrant  for  their  arrest ;  but,  before  their  delivery,  and 
on  subsequent  consideration  of  the  whole  subject,  he  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  they  were  not  fugitives  from  justice,  and  revoked 
his  warrant,  and  ordered  their  discharge.  (Gov.  Cullom's  Opin- 
ion.) 

In  this  opinion.  Governor  Cullom  states  at  large  the  facts  which 
appeared  at  the  hearing  of  the  case,  and  which,  being  summarily 
stated,  were  to  the  following  effect :  That  the  prisoners,  having 
resided  in  the  county  where  the  crime  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed,  soon  after  the  alleged  commission,  left  the  State 
without  any  attempt  to  conceal  their  destination,  and  came  to 
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Illinois,  and  in  1867  took  up  their  residence  in  Springfield  in  that 
State,  where  they  had  ever  since  remained  as  upright  citizens,  re- 
taining the  names  they  had  borne  in  Pennsylvania ;  that  during 
the  long  period  of  some  twelve  years  there  was  frequent  and 
familiar  intercourse  by  correspondence  and  otherwise  between 
them  and  their  respective  families  and  other  persons  and  families 
resident  in  the  place  where  the  crime  was  charged  to  have  been 
committed,  and  that  on  their  part  this  intercourse  was  without 
any  disguise,  so  that  the  place  of  their  residence  in  Illinois  was 
well  known  at  the  place  and  in  the  county  where  the  crime  was 
committed ;  and  that  notwithstanding  these  facts,  and  this  lapse 
of  time,  no  attempt  until  the  requisition  in  1878,  which  was 
thirteen  years  after  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  had  been  made 
by  the  authorities  in  Pennsylvania  to  secure  their  arrest  and  ex- 
tradition. 

Governor  Cullom,  in  the  light  of  these  facts,  raised  the  ques- 
tion whether  he  had  any  right  to  look  beyond  the  papers  that  were 
presented  as  the  basis  of  the  requisition.  The  conclusion  to 
which  he  came  is  stated  as  follows : 

"  After  full  deliberation  I  am  satisfied  that,  as  to  the  fact  of 
the  accused  being  a  fugitive  from  justice,  each  Governor  must 
judge  for  himself.  The  fact  is  not  determined  by  any  judicial 
act  or  record,  but  is  in  pais  purely.  Whether  a  person  is  charged 
with  crime  is  another  matter,  provable  by  records  that  import 
absolute  verity  and  therefore  cannot  be  inquired  into.  But, 
whether  he  has  fled  from  the  State  wherein  the  charge  was  made 
is  an  open  question  for  the  determination  of  which  the  law  has 
made  no  provision  in  terms.  I  therefore  proceed  with  regard  to 
this  question  upon  that  settled  principle  ttiat  where  the  law  im* 

i)oses  upon  any  oflicer  the  duty  of  performing  an  act  upon  the 
lappening  of  any  event  or  the  proof  made  of  any  fact,  and  at 
the  same  time  does  not  create  any  tribunal  for  the  determination 
of  the  condition  precedent,  such  officer  is  required  to  judge  for 
himself." 

Acting  upon  this  principle,  and  applying  his  own  judgment  to 
the  question  whether  the  accused  parties,  in  the  light  of  the  facts 
as  they  had  been  shown  by  proof,  were  fugitives  from  justice 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  Governor 
Cullom  decided  that  they  were  not  such,  and  on  this  ground 
revoked  his  warrant  of  arrest  and  ordered  the  prisoners  to  be  dis- 
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charged.  Ho  also  maintained  that,  even  if  their  leaving  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  as  they  did,  would  be  sofScient  to  make  them 
fugitives  from  justice,  the  facts  of  the  ensuing  twelve  years  would 
show  that  this  status  had  ceased  to  attach  to  them. 

The  Constitution  assumes  that  the  Governors  of  States  will  be 
men  of  common  sense,  and  that  they  will  exercise  it  in  respect 
to  tl^e  meaning  of  fleeing  from  justice,  so  as  to  secure  the  end  in- 
tended, on  the  one  hand  not  straining  the  words  beyond  their 
natural  and  proper  import,  and  on  the  other  hand  not  so  curtail- 
ing that  import  as  to  defeat  the  end.  The  question,  as  to  what 
is  to  be  regarded  as  a  flight  from  justice,  is  plainly  one  of  common 
sense,  and  is  to  be  decided  in  each  particular  case  by  the  facts  of 
that  case. 

4.  Evidence  of  the  Flight.  —  Both  tha  Constitution  and  the 
law  of  Congress,  by  making  the  flight  of  the  accused  person  a 
material  part  of  the  case,  necessarily  assume  that  some  evidence 
of  this  fact  will  and  most  be  presented,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
the  demanding  Gbvernor,  and,  if  he  deems  it  sufiicient,  then  by 
him  to  the  Governor  to  whom  he  addresses  his  requisition.  This 
evidence,  in  respect  to  both  Governors,  must  be  legal  evidence, 
not  mere  hearsay,  or  suspicion,  or  mere  rumor,  and  must  hence 
be  under  oath,  and  must  at  least  be  sufiicient  to  create  a  prima 
facie  case  of  flight.  Without  such  evidence,  it  cannot  be  known 
to  either  Governor  that  such  a  fact  exists  at  all ;  and  until  this  is 
reasonably  known  there  is  no  occasion  for  any  action  on  the  part 
of  either. 

The  obvious  presumption  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  is 
that  no  executive  of  a  State  or  Territory  will  make  a  demand  for 
the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal  until,  in  addition  to  the  charge 
of  crime  against  him,  he  is  satisfied  by  reasonable  evidence  that 
the  party  is  a  fugitive  from  the  State  or  Territory,  and  has  sought 
refuge  in  the  State  or  Territory  to  whose  executive  the  demand 
is  to  be  addressed.  The  mere  fact,  in  the  absence  of  such  evi- 
dence, that  the  party  is  charged  with  crime,  makes  no  case  for  his 
action.  He  needs  to  know  more.  He  needs,  in  making  a  de- 
mand, to  know  that  the  party  is  a  fugitive,  as  well  as  an  accused 
criminal ;  and  the  law  of  Congress  provides  for  him  no  method 
or  rule  by  whic^  he  sliall  gain  this  information. 
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So,  also,  tlie  Governor  of  the  State  or  Territory  upon  whom 
the  demand  is  made,  needs  the  like  information  as  to  the  same 
fact,  in  order  that  he  may  conform  his  condnct  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  Constitution  and  the  law.  The  papers  presented  to 
him,  as  the  basis  of  the  demand,  must  supply  this  information  in 
a  credible  fonn.  Ho  is  not  assumed  to  know  any  thing  about  the 
case  beforehand  ;  and  it  is  not  made  his  duty  to  seek  the  evidence 
of  the  fact.  The  party  demanded  is  not  yet  arrested  and  not 
yet  found ;  and  the  question  whether  a  process  shall  be  issued 
for  his  arrest  turns,  in  part,  upon  the  question  whether,  being 
charged  with  crime,  he  is  a  fugitive  from  the  demanding  State 
or  Territory,  and  upon  a  sufficient  presimiptiou  that  he  is  to  be 
found  in  the  State  or  Territory  to  whose  executive  the  demand 
is  addressed. 

In  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  accused  party  is  a  fugi- 
tive, Judge  Cooley  remarks :  "  The  Governor  ought  to  have  some 
showing  under  oath  that  the  person  demanded  is  in  truth  a  fugi- 
tive from  the  State  whose  requisition  is  before  him.  This  show- 
ing is  as  essential  as  is  the  authentic  evidence  of  the  charge  of 
crime,  and  is  demanded  not  more  by  the  fair  import  of  the  Con- 
stitution tlian  by  justice.  Without  it,  as  was  shown  in  the  case 
of  the  Mormon  prophet,  a  man  has  no  security  against  being  sent 
to  distant  States  to  answer  charges  from  which  he  could  never 
have  fled,  because  he  was  never  there."  (Princeton  Review, 
January,  1879,  p.  168.) 

Judge  Withey,  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
"Western  District  of  Michigan,  giving  his  opinion  in  the  case  of 

In  re  Samuel  D,  Jackson^  used  the  following  language : 

« 

"  Now,  it  is  manifest  that,  before  the  executive  of  Michigan  is 
authorized  to  issue  his  warrant  to  cause  to  be  arrested  and  secured 
a  person  charged  in  another  State  with  crime,  it  should  be  shown, 
by  evidence  making  t^  prima  facie  csi&Qj  that  such  person  has  fled 
from  that  demanding  State.  This  should  be  shown  by  competent 
evidence,  as  the  fact  of  fleeing  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  right 
to  issue  a  warrant  of  extradition.  The  certificate  of  tlie  dcmAnd- 
ing  Governor  is  no  evidence  of  the  fact.  Neither  the  act  of  Con- 
gress nor  any  rule  of  evidence  makes  his  certificate  evidence 
of  such  fact.  *  *  *  The  mere  fact  that  a  citizen  of 
Michigan  has  been  charged  with   crime  and  indicted  in  another 
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State  is  not  legally  sufficient  to  authorize  the  arrest  and  extra- 
dition of  such  citizen.  *  *  *  It  is  as  essential  to 
the  right  of  arrest  and  extradition  to  prove  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Governor  of  Michigan  that  the  person  charged  with  crime 
has  fled  from  justice  as  to  prove  that  he  is  charged  with  crime  in 
such  other  State.  The  latter  is  sufficiently  proved  in  either  of 
two  methods  provided  by  the  law  of  Congress,  by  copy  of  an  in- 
dictmetit,  or  by  an  affidavit  made  before  some  magistrate,  charg- 
ing the  person  demanded  with  having  committed  a  crime,  certi- 
fied as  authentic  by  the  demanding  Governor.  No  provision  is 
made  as  to  the  method  of  proving  the  person  demanded  as  a  fugi- 
tive has  fled  from  justice.  But  when  the  Constitution  says  a 
person  charged  with  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice,  fehall  be 
delivered  up,  the  converse  is  that  a  person  charged  with  crime 
who  shall  not  have  fled  from  justice  shall  not  be  delivered  up  to 
be  removed.  *  *  *  The  evidence  that  the  person  has  fled 
from  justice  must  not  only  be  satisfactory  to  the  Governor,  but 
must  be  legally  sufficient  before  the  executive  authority  can  be 
exercised.  If  e  cannot  act  upon  rumor,  nor  upon  the  mere  repre- 
sentation of  a  person,  nor  upon  the  demanding  Governor's  certifi- 
cate. It  should  be  sworn  evidence,  such  as  will  authorize  a  war- 
rant of  arrest  in  any  other  case."     (2  Flip.  183.) 

Jackson  was  discharged  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  of  the 
Governor  of  Michigan  for  his  arrest  failed  **  to  recite  or  state  any 
conclusion  of  the  executive  issuing  it  that  the  person  charged  has 
fled,  and  recites  only  that  the  demanding  Governor  has  so  rep- 
resented," which  was  not  deemed  ^^  legally  sufficient  to  authorize 
an  arrest  and  extradition."  The  Judge  affirmed  the  '^  common 
prindiple  that  a  process  of  arrest  must  be  legally  sufficient  on  its 
face." 

The  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maine,  in  their  opinion 
given  in  1837  to  the  Governor  of  that  State,  said :  "  In  our 
opinion  it  is  the  duty  of  the  executive  of  this  State  to  cause  to 
be  delivered  over  to  the  agent  of  another  State,  at  the  request  of 
the  executive  thereof,  a  citizen  of  this  State,chai^ged  by  indictment 
with  the  fraud  before  set  forth,  which  being  indicted  in  such 
State  may  be  presumed  to  be  there  regarded  as  a  crime,  if  the 
executive  of  this  State  is  aaiiejied  that  such  citizen,  Jiaajledfrom 
justice  from  the  State  making  the  demandy  and  not  ot/ierwiseJ*^ 
(24  Amer.  Jurist,  226.) 

These  Judges  express  no  opinion  as  to  how  the  Governor  shall 
be  thus  satisfied.     They  simply  declare  that  he  must  be  satisfied 
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that  the  party  charged  and  demanded  as  a  criminal  is  also  a  fngi- 
tive  from  justice,  and  assume  his  right  to  determine  this  question 
of  fact  for  himself. 

An  instructive  case  in  relation  to  this  point  came  before  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  in  Illinois  in  1842.  (J2b  parte  Smii/i 
[the  Mormon  prophet],  3  McLean,  121.)  Smith  was  chai^ged,  by 
an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  in  Missouri,  with  being 
accessory  beforehand  to  an  attempt  to  murder  one  Lilbum  W. 
Boggs,  who  swore  to  his  belief  that  Smith  was  thus  accessory,  and 
also  that  at  the  time  of  the  affidavit  he  was  "  a  citizen  and  resi- 
dent of  the  State  of  Illinois,"  but  did  not  locate  him  in  Missouri 
at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense.  On  the  basis  of  this  affidavit 
the  Governor  of  Missouri  made  a  requisition  upon  the  Governor 
of  Illinois,  in  which  he  represented  Smith  to  be  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  and  demanded  his  delivery ;  and  the  latter  issued  his  war- 
rant for  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  the  accused,  declaring  therein 
that  ^'  the  said  Joseph  Smith  has  fled  from  the  justice  of  said 
State  and  taken  refuge  in  the  State  of  Illinois." 

The  legality  of  these  proceedings  was,  upon  the  return  to  a  writ 
of  habeas  carpus j  considered  by  Judge  Pope,  of  the  United 
States  District  Court,  acting  as  Circuit  Judge.  Snruth,  by  his 
counsel,  offered  to  show  by  the  affidavits  of  several  persons  that 
he  was  not  in  Missouri  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense,  but  was 
in  Illinois  at  the  time,  and  distant  more  than  three  hundred  miles 
from  the  place  of  the  crime  as  fixed  by  the  affidavit  of  Boggs. 

The  Judge  decided  to  hear  these  affidavits,  but  did  not  pass 
npon  the  question  of  their  admissibility,  holding  the  affidavit  of 
Boggs  to  be  insufficient  to  justify  the  requisition  by  the  Governor 
of  Missouri,  and  the  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender  by  the 
Governor  of  Illinois.  One  of  the  grounds  upon  which  he  dis- 
charged the  prisoner  is  the  fact  that  the  affidavit  did  not  locate 
him  in  Missouri  at  the  time  of  the  offense,  and  hence  did  not  place 
him  under  the  jurisdiction  of  that  State,  or  in  circnmstances  to 
commit  a  crime  against  its  laws  or  flee  from  its  justice.  It  really 
charged  no  crime  against  Smith  as  committed  by  him  in  the  State 
of  Missouri. 

The  recitals  made  by  the  Governor  of  Illinois  in  his  warrant  of 
ari'est  and  surrender  were  not  supported  by  the  facts  set  forth  in 
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the  affidavit  of  Boggs ;  and  hence,  as  the  Judge  held,  they  eonld 
not "  be  received  as  evidence  to  deprive  a  citizen  of  his  liberty, 
and  transport  him  to  a  foreign  State  for  trial."  He  added  that 
^^  the  proceedings  in  this  affair,  from  the  affidavit  to  the  arrest) 
afford  a  lesson  to  Governors  and  Judges,  whose  action  may  here- 
after be  invoked  in  cases  of  this  character." 

These  authorities  sustain  the  obviously  reasonable  and  just 
principle  that  the  papers  presented  to  the  Governor  of  a  State  or 
Territory^  as  the  basis  of  a  demand,  must,  by  legal  evidence,  make 
a  prima  facie  showing  of  the  fact  that  the  party  claimed,  in  addi- 
tion to  being  charged  with  crime,  has  fled  from  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory making  the  charge  and  the  demand.  The  Governor  to  whom 
the  demand  is  addressed  has  no  right,  in  the  absence  of  this  show- 
ing, to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  accused  party.  And, 
as  to  the  question  whether  in  a  given  ease  such  a  showing  is  made 
or  not,  he  must  necessarily  be  the  judge  for  the  purpose  of  his 
own  action. 

The  fact  that  neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congress 
specifies  the  evidence  upon  which  a  person  charged  with  crime 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  fled  from  justice,  does  not  dispense  with 
legal  evidence  to  this  effect,  either  in  demanding  or  in  delivering 
up  the  accused  party.  Xor  is  the  judgment  or  conclusion  of  the 
demanding  executive  necessarily  the  rule  by  which  the  delivering 
executive  must  be  governed.  If  it  were,  there  would  be  no  need 
of  furnishing  any  evidence  to  the  latter  other  than  that  contained 
in  the  conclusion  of  the  former.  The  latter  has  as  much  right  to 
judge  of  the  evidence  as  the  former,  and  he  must  judge  of  it  in 
order  intelligently  to  perform  the  duty  assigned  to  him. 

Mr.  Ilurd  says :  '^  There  must  be  an  actual  fleeing  from  justice 
and  of  this  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  whom  the  demand  is 
made,  as  well  as  of  the  State  making  it,  should  be  satisfied.  This 
is  commonly  shown  by  affidavit."  (Hurd's  Habeas  Corpus,  2d 
ed.,  p.  612.) 

The  Attorney-General  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1845,  in  HtdPa  due^ 
6  Penn.  Law  Jour.  412,  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  Governor 
of  that  State  should  not  surrender  the  alleged  fugitive,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  affidavit  showing  the  fact  of  actual  flight 
from  the  State  of  New  York. 

Governor  CuUom,  of  Illinois,  in  1878,  in  the  cases  of  Oaffigan 
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and  Merrick^  who  were  demanded  as  fugitives  from  justice  by 
the  Governor  of  Fennsjlvania,  in  his  response  thereto  said : 

"  But  whether  he  [the  party  charged  with  crime]  has  fled  from 
the  State  wherein  the  charge  was  made  is  an  open  question  for 
the  determination  of  which  the  law  lias  made  no  provision  in 
terms.  I  therefore  proceed  with  regard  to  this  question  irpon 
that  settled  principle  that,  where  the  law  imposes  upon  any  officer 
the  duty  of  performing  any  act  upon  the  happening  of  any  event 
or  the  proof  made  of  any  fact,  and  at  the  same  time  does  not 
create  any  tribunal  for  the  determination  of  the  condition  preced- 
ent, such  officer  is  required  to  judge  for  himself.'*  (Governor 
Cullom's  Opinion.) 

This  is  precisely  what  Governor  Oullora  did  in  these  cases. 
Holding  that  the  parties,  charged  with  crime  in  Pennsylvania, 
were  not  shown  to  be  fugitives  from  the  justice  of  tliat  State,  he 
declined  to  order  their  delivery. 

Judge  Gilbert,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  2%e 
People^  ex  reL  Draper^  v.  PinkertoHy  17  Hun,  199,  said :  "  The 
gist  of  the  proceeding  is  the  apprehension  of  a  person  in  this 
State  for  a  crime  which  he  is  charged  with  having  committed  in 
Massachusetts.  The  charge  that  he  committed  the  crime  in  that 
State,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  he  is  found  in  this  State,  is  con- 
clusive upon  the  question  whether  he  is  a  fugitive  from  justice.    * 

*  *  And  I  think  that  the  fact  that  he  is  found  in  another 
State  is  sufficient  evidence  that  he  has  fled  from  the  State  where 
he  committed  the  crime." 

The  first  remark,  to  be  made  in  regard  to  this  language,  is  that 
it  has  no  application  to  the  case  as  it  exists  when  the  demand  is 
made  to  the  Governor  of  a  State  or  Territory,  and  when  he  is 
called  upon  to  decide  whether  he  will  issue  his  warrant  or  not. 
At  that  moment  the  alleged  criminal  is  not  yet  arrested  and  not 
found  anywhere,  and  hence  his  personal  presence  in  the  State  or 
Territory  is  not  a  fact  kno^vn  to  the  Governor  as  the  means  of 
drawing  the  inference  tliat  he  has  fled  from  the  State  or  Territory 
ill  which  he  is  charged  with  crime.  The  mere  charge  of  crime, 
if  that  be  all,  does  not  of  itself  furnish  a  particle  of  proof  that  he 
has  thus  fled.  The  charge,  whether  in  the  form  of  an  indictment 
or  that  of  an  affidavit,  may  locate  him  in  the  State  or  Territory 
when  and  where  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed, 
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but  if  it  contains  no  evidence  of  flight,  it  does  not  locate  Iiitn 
anywhere  else.  For  aught  that  appears  he  may,  at  this  stage  of 
the  proceeding,  be  still  in  the  State  or  Territory  where  he  is 
charged  with  having  committed  the  offense.  What  the  Governor 
needs  to  know  by  some  evidence,  before  he  issues  his  warrant  of 
arrest,  is  that  the  accused  party  has  fled,  and  this  he  cannot  know 
from  a  mere  charge  of  crime.  T}iere  must  be  added  to  the  charge 
some  evidence  of  flight,  in  order  to  make  the  case  wh^ch  both  the 
Constitution  and  the  law  state. 

A  second  remark  is  that  the  charge  of  crime  in  one  State  and 
the  actual  finding  of  the  accused  party  in  another  State,  in  the 
sense  of  arresting  them  there,  do  not  necessarily  show  that  he  is 
a  fugitive  from  justice.  The  case  of  Smith,  the  Mormon  prophet, 
is  a  striking  illustration  of  this  remark.  He  was  charged  with 
crime  in  Missouri,  and  arrested  on  the  charge  in  Illinois,  and  yet 
he  had  not  been  in  Missouri  at  all,  and  of  course  had  not  fled 
therefrom.  So  also  Jones  and  Atkinson  were  charged  with  crime 
in  Massachusetts,  and  demanded  as  fugitives  of  the  Governor  of 
Iowa,  and  yet  they  were  not  in  Massachusetts,  but  were  in  Iowa 
at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense.  {Jones  and  Atkinson  v.  Leon- 
ard y  60  Iowa,  106.) 

The  fact  that  a  party,  charged  with  crime  in  one  State,  is  found 
in  another  State,  may  create  a  presumption  that  he  is  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  but  it  is  by  no  means  conclusive,  even  after  he  is  ar- 
rested. If  it  were  conclusive,  then  in  the  language  of  Judge 
Coolcy : 

"  A  person  might  be  arrested  in  any  State  and  surrendered  to 
another  for  trial  on  the  mere  showing  that  in  the  latter  State  an 
indictment  had  been  found  or  a  complaint  made  in  due  form 
against  him.  By  this  means  one  might  be  punished  for  construc- 
tive presence  and  participation  in  an  offense  committed,  if  at  all, 
at  a  great  distance,  as  was  actually  attempted  in  the  noted  case  of 
the  Mormon  prophet  Smith,  who  was  arrested  as  a  fugitive  from 
a  State  where  he  had  never  been,  and  was  ordered  to  be  surren- 
dered for  trial  for  offenses  against  laws  to  which  he  had  never 
been  subject.  Such  a  construction  would  bo  intolerable." 
(Princeton  Review^  January,  1379,  p.  161.) 

And  yet  there  is  no  escaping  tliis  result,  if  we  adopt  the  theory 
that  a  mere  charge  of  crime  in  one  State  and  the  mere  finding  of 
50 
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the  accused  party  in  another  State,  withoat  any  other  evidence, 
conclosivelj  establish  the  fact  that  he  is  a  fugitive  from  the  jus- 
tice of  the  former  State.  This  theory  put  into  practice  by  Gov- 
ernors would  open  the  way  for  gross  abuses  of  the  extradition 
provision  of  the  Constitution.  Judge  Cooley  is  right  in  saying 
that  "  such  a  construction  would  be  intolerable." 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  accused  party  is  at  the  time  in 
the  State  or  Territory  from  which  the  surrender  is  demanded, 
there  is  by  no  means  the  same  necessity  for  evidence.  The  fact 
that  the  Governor  of  a  State  has,  upon  what  he  deems  adequate 
information,  requested  the  Governor  of  another  State  to  deliver 
up  a  fugitive  criminal,  would,  as  to  the  presence  of  the  criminal 
in  the  latter  State,  be  sufficient  to  justify  the  issue  of  a  warrant 
for  his  arrest,  provided  that  the  alleged  criminal  was  properly 
charged  with  crime  in  the  former  State,  and  he  was  shown  by 
legal  evidence  to  be  a  fugitive  therefrom.  If  he  is  not  there,  no 
injustice  or  harm  will  be  done  by  the  issue  of  the  warrant  and 
the  search  for  him ;  and  if  he  is  there,  then  he  ought  to  be  ar- 
rested, and  for  this  purpose  the  warrant  ought  to  be  issued.  The 
issue  of  the  warrant  will  test  the  question  whether  he  is  or  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  on  which  the  demand  is  made. 

5.  State  Laws  as  to  the  Flight.  —  Some  of  the  States,  in  the 
absence  of  any  legislation  on  the  subject  by  Congress,  have  passed 
laws  in  relation  to  the  evidence  npon  which  an  accused  party  shall 
be  deemed  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

The  General  Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  chapter  177,  section  1, 
require  that  the  demand  upon  the  Governor  of  that  State  for  the 
delivery  of  an  accused  party,  and  also  an  application  to  the  Gov- 
ernor to  make  such  a  demand  upon  the  Governor  of  any  other 
State  or  Territory,  shall  be  ^^  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that 
the  party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice." 

Section  95  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio  contains  a  similar 
provision  ;  and  the  same  is  true  of  section  4174  of  the  Kevised 
Code  of  Iowa, 

Such  legislation  by  States  is  designed  to  famish  a  guide  to 
the  Governors  thereof,  whether  in  demanding  or  delivering  fu- 
gitive criminals,  in  determining  the  question  whether  the  party 
accused  is  in  fact  a  fugitive  from  justice.    And,  inasmuch  as 
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Congress  has  made  no  provision  on  the  sabject,  and  Governors 
must  of  necessity  decide  this  question,  whether  in  making  de- 
mands or  complying  with  them,  it  is  difficult  to  see  any  constitu- 
tional objection  to  the  legislation.  It  furnishes  them  a  guide  in 
determining  a  question  of  fact,  where  otherwise  they  would  be 
left  to  follow  their  own  judgments. 

The  "  sworn  evidence,"  thus  provided  for  by  statute,  may  be 
supplied  by  the  indictment  or  affidavit  which  charges  the  crime, 
or  in  a  distinct  and  separate  affidavit  or  affidavits ;  and  in  either 
case  it  must  set  forth  the  fact  that  the  party  demanded  and  ac- 
cused has  fled  from  the  justice  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  whicli 
the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed. 

In  KirvgdburxfB  Ca%e^  106  Mass.  223,  it  was  held  not  to  be  nec- 
essary "  that  the  sworn  evidence  required  by  the  Gen.  Stats.,  ch. 
177,  §  1,  to  accompany  the  demand  of  the  Governor  of  another 
State  on  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth  for  the  surrender  of  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  should  be  annexed  to  the  demand."  It  is 
sufficient  if  it  accompanies  the  demand,  without  being  actually 
annexed  to  it. 

The  law  of  Indiana  provides  that  no  citizen  or  resident  of  that 
State  shall  be  surrendered  under  pretense  of  being  a  fugitive 
from  justice  from  any  other  State  or  Territory,  where  it  shall  be 
clearly  made  to  appear  to  the  judge  holding  the  examination  pro- 
vided for  by  this  act,  that  such  citizen  or  inhabitant  was  in  the 
State  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  commission  of  the  offense,  and 
not  in  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  is  pretended  to  have 
fled,  and  that,  in  such  case,  the  judge  holding  the  examination 
shall  discharge  the  person  arrested,  and  forthwith  report  the  facts 
to  the  Governor.    (Rev.  Stats,  of  Indiana,  §  1605.) 

The  intention  of  this  statute  is  to  exclude,  from  being  sur- 
rendered, all  persons  who  are  simply  fugitives  by  construction, 
and  not  such  in  point  of  fact.  The  question  involved  in  the 
statute  will  be  considered  under  the  next  head. 

6.  Fagitives  by  Constraction.  —  It  has  sometimes  been 
claimed  that,  although  the  accused  party  was  not  peraonctUy  and 
actv>aUy  in  the  State  or  Territory  at  the  time  of  the  commission 
of  the  alleged  offense,  for  which  he  is  demanded,  he  may,  never- 
.theless,  for  the  purpose  of  extradition,  in  certain  cases,  be  regarded 
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as  having  been  constructively  there,  and  hence  as  being  constmc- 
tively  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

The  cases  referred  to  are  those  in  which  a  party  resident  in  one 
State  procures  the  death  of  another  party  resident  in  another  State 
by  sending  poison  to  be  administered  by  an  innocent  agent,  or  in 
which  a  person  standing  on  one  side  of  a  State  line  shoots  across  the 
line  and  kills  a  person  on  the  other  side,  or  where  murder  is  per- 
petrated by  sending  an  infernal  macliine  from  one  State  into 
another,  or  in  which  the  crime  of  obtaining  goods  or  property  by 
false  pretenses  is  committed  through  the  medium  of  a  letter 
written  and  sent  by  a  party  in  one  State  to  a  party  in  another  and 
different  State.  The  act,  in  these  cases,  is  done  in  one  State,  and 
the  effect  takes  place  in  another  State. 

All  such  cases  raise  a  question  which  has  been  much  debated 
in  the  courts,  and  in  regard  to  which  the  decisions  are  not  uniform, 
as  to  where  a  crime  is  legally  to  be  deemed  committed,  whether 
in  and  against  the  jurisdiction  where  the  offender  actually  was 
at  the  time  of  the  criminal  action,  or  m  and  against  the  juris- 
diction  in  which  the  action  was  completed  in  its  results,  the  two 
jurisdictions  not  being  the  same.  Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  Criminal 
Law  (6th  ed.),  sections  112-116,  discusses  this  point  and  cites  the 
authorities  in  regard  to  it.  It  is  not  necessary,  for  the  purpose 
in  hand,  to  answer  this  question. 

If  we  assume  that  the  offense  is  always  committed  where  the 
offender  was  at  the  time  of  his  action,  then,  if  he  has  not  fled 
from  the  jurisdiction,  there  is  no  need  of  the  extradition  process 
for  his  capture,  and  if  he  has  fled,  then  the  case  comes  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law. 

In  The  People  v.  AdamSy  3  Denio,  190,  it  was  held  that  a  per- 
son actually  in  Ohio  at  the  time  of  the  offense  could  commit  a 
crime  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  that,  upon  his  coming  vol- 
untarily  into  the  latter  State,  he  could  be  there  tried  and  con- 
victed for  that  offense.  This,  however,  does  not  meet  the  case, 
since  the  party  was  supposed  to  come  voluntarily  into  the  State 
of  New  York.  Extradition  is  not  a  voluntary  coming,  but  a 
forcible  one.  The  question  then  is  whether  the  Constitution  and 
the  law  of  Congress  provide  for  the  extradition  of  an  offender 
from  the  State  where  he  actually  was  at  the  time  of  the  offense, 
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and  where  he  continues  his  domicile^  to  another  State  where,  in 
legal  contemplation,  the  crime  is  assamed  to  have  been  committed, 
although  he  was  not  actually  there. 

There  ought  to  be  no  difiicnltj  in  answering  this  question.  The 
rule  for  construing  the  Constitution,  laid  down  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Martin  v.  Hunter^ s  Leasee^  1 
Wheat.  304,  is  to  the  following  affect :  "  The  words  are  to  be 
taken  in  their  natural  and  obvious  sense,  and  not  in  a  sense,  un- 
reasonably restricted  or  enlai^ed."  Applying  this  rule  to  the 
extradition  clause  of  the  Constitution,  as  well  as  to  the  law  of 
Congress  for  its  execution,  no  one  can  for  a  moment  doubt  that 
the  case,  and  the  only  case,  for  which  provision  is  made,  is  that  of 
a  person  who  is  charged  with  crim'e  in  a  State  or  Territory,  being 
assumed  to  be  there  at  the  time  of  the  offense,  and  who  actually, 
not  by  supposition,  not  by  a  legal  fiction,  not  by  "  a  constructive 
rendering,"  but  actually  in  point  of  fact,  flees  from  that  State  or 
Territory  and  is  found  in  another.  This  is  the  whole  case  as  set 
forth  in  the  words  used. 

To  make  the  terms  ^^flee"  and  ^^fled"  mean  an  actual  and 
voluntary  escape  by  locomotion  in  one  class  of  cases,  and  simply 
staying  where  one  is,  without  any  locomotion,  in  another  class  of 
cases,  is  to  make  the  same  words  mean  exactly  opposite  things  in 
precisely  the  same  connection.  This  is  assuming  altogether  too 
much  for  the  flexibility  of  language.  If  we  can  thus  trifle  with  the 
words  of  the  Constitution,  and  force  a  meaning  into  them  or  out 
of  them,  at  pleasure,  in  order  to  meet  an  exigency  or  attain  a 
supposed  good,  then  the  instrument  has  no  fixed  meaning,  and 
the  interpreter  becomes  its  maker. 

The  truth  is  that  the  Constitution  contains  no  provision  for 
the  extradition  of  a  person  who  was  not  present  in  the  State  where 
he  is  assumed  to  have  committed  a  crime,  and  who  has  not  ac- 
tually fied  from  the  justice  of  that  State,  and  who  is  not,  as  a 
fugitive,  found  in  another  State,  and  who  does  not  choose  to  go 
to  that  State,  Whether  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  thought 
of  such  a  case  or  not  is  not  the  question.  They  certainly  have  put 
no  such  case  into  the  instrument,  and  construction  cannot  put  it 
there  without  altering  the  instrument. 

In  the  case  of  Moparte  Smithy  3  McLean,  121,  an  attempt  was 
made  to  extradite  a  man,  on  the  charge  of  crime,  into  a  State 
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where  he  had  not  been  at  all,  and  from  which,  of  course,  he 
had  not  fled,  and  bat  for  the  interposition  of  a  court,  discharging 
the  prisoner  on  haheaa  corpus^  the  attempt  would  havjd  been  sno- 
cessful,  without  the  least  warrant  for  it  in  the  Constitution. 

The  plaintiffs  *  m  the  case  of  Jones  and  Atkinson  v.  Leonard^ 
50  Iowa,  106,  had  been  indicted  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  for 
the  crime  of  cheating  by  false  pretenses  with  the  intent  of  fraud. 
The  false  pretenses  charged  were  contained  in  a  letter  written  by 
them  in  the  State  of  Iowa  to  certain  parties  in  Boston,  and  on  the 
basis  of  this  charge  their  surrender  was  demanded  of  the  Governor 
of  Iowa  by  the  Governor  of  Massachusetts. 

It  was  claimed,  at  the  hearing  of  this  case,  that  these  plaintifEs, 
although  not  actually  in  Massachusetts  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
offense,  were  constructively  there,  and  that  they  had  constructively 
fled  therefrom.  The  court  rejected  this  theory  altogether,  hold- 
ing that  "  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Iowa  who  is  charged  with 
having  been  constructively  guilty  of  a  crime  in  another  State, 
npon  which  a  requisition  is  based,  but  who  never  in  fact  has  fled 
therefrom,  is  not  a  fugitive  from  justice  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution."  The  court  said  :  "  It  is  difficult  to  see  how 
a  man  can  flee  who.  stands  still.  That  there  must  be  an  actual 
fleeing,  we  think,  is  clearly  recognized  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama,  in  Mohr^a  Caae^  3  Alabama 
Law  Journal^  457,  said : 

"  It  is  clear  to  onr  mind  that  crimes,  which  are  not  actually  bnt 
are  only  constructively  cornmitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
demandmg  State,  do  not  fall  within  the  class  of  cases  intended  to 
be  embraced  by  the  Constitution  or  act  of  Congress.  Such  at 
least  is  the  rule  unless  the  criminal  afterward  goes  into  such  State 
and  departs  from  it,  thus  subjecting  himself  to  the  sovereignty  of 
its  jurisdiction.  The  reason  is  not  that  the  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
crime  is  lacking,  but  that  no  one  can  in  any  sense  be  alleged  to 
have  fled  from  a  State  into  the  domain  of  whose  territorial  juris- 
diction he  has  never  been  corporally  present  since  the  commission 
of  the  crime.  And  only  this  class  of  persons  are  embraced  within 
either  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  the  purpose  of  which 
was  to  make  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals  a  matter  of  duty 
instead  of  mere  comity  betwen  the  States.  The  language  of  the 
Constitution  and  law  of  Congress  is  entirely  free  from  ambigui^ 
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on  this  point,  being  too  obvious  to  admit  of  a  judicial  construc- 
tion, and  tiie authorities  are  uniform  in  the  adoption  of  this  view 
as  to  its  manifest  meaning." 

Not  voluntarily  to  go  into  a  State  where  one  is  or  may  be 
charged  with  crime,  even  if  the  purpose  be  not  to  give  the  State 
an  opportunity  to  arrest  him  and  put  him  on  trial,  is  not  the  same 
thing  as  fleeing  from  that  State.  The  Constitution  provides  for 
the  latter,  but  not  for  the  former. 

7.  A  Supposed  Case.  —  Let  us  suppose  that  a  party,  who  has 
secretly  committed  the  crime  of  murder  in  New  York  State,  is 
demanded  and  delivered  up  to  the  Governor  of  Ohio  on  the 
charge  of  larceny  committed  in  Ohio  before  the  murder  in  New 
York.  In  Ohio  he  is  tried  for  the  larceny  and  acquitted,  and 
there  remains  and  takes  up  his  residence.  Soon  thereafter  the 
fact  of  his  murder  in  New  York  is  discovered  ;  and,  in  order  to 
get  possession  of  him,  the  Governor  of  New  York  demands  his 
delivery,  on  the  basis  of  an  indictment  for  murder.  The  ques- 
tion presented  by  these  supposed  facts  is  whether  this  party, 
under  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress,  could  be  extra- 
dited from  Ohio  to  New  York  to  be  tried  for  murder. 

The  answer  to  this  question  is  in  the  negative ;  and  the  reason 
lies  in  the  fact  that  the  party  has  not  fled  from  the  State  of  New 
York.  He  was,  under  a  legal  process,  seized  and  forcibly  carried 
into  the  State  of  Ohio,  to  be  there  tried  on  the  charge  of  larceny ; 
and  being  acquitted,  he  chooses,  as  he  has  a  right  to  do,  to  remain 
there.  Ho  is  not  bound  to  return  to  New  York  and  then  flee 
therefrom  to  Ohio,  in  order  to  bring  himself  within  the  provis- 
ion of  the  Constitution ;  and  not  doing  so,  he  is  plainly  not 
within  the  provision,  and  hence  the  Constitution  would  give  no 
authority  for  his  extradition. 

The  only  possible  mode  of  avoiding  this  conclusion  would  be 
to  assume  that  the  forcible  removal  of  the  man,  under  a  legal 
process,  from  New  York  to  Ohio  and  his  choosing  to  remain  in 
the  latter  State  constitute  a  fleeing  from  the  former  State ;  and 
this  assumption  is  a  gross  absurdity,  quite  as  bad  as  the  theory  of 
fugitives  by  construction.  The  matter  of  fact  is  that  the  party 
did  not  flee  from  New  York  to  Ohio.    His  removal  from  the 
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former  to  the  latter  State  was  by  coercion  of  law,  and  not  bjr  his 
own  act ;  and  hence  the  case  lacks  the  fundamental  condition  of 
a  flight  from  justice. 

What  then  shall  be  done  in  such  a  case  ?  The  proper  answer 
is,  nothing  by  any  extradition  process  until  there  is  some  autlior- 
ity  of  law  for  it.  The  Governor  of  a  State  is  not  to  become  an 
official  kidnapper,  in  order  that  the  guilty  may  be  punished.  The 
Constitution  may  be  amended,  and  then  the  law  may  be  amended, 
so  as  to  cover  such  cases ;  or  State  laws  may  be  enacted  to  fur- 
nish a  remedy  which  is  not  now  supplied  by  either.  Either 
method  is  possible ;  and  were  such  cases  matters  of  frequent  oc- 
currence, this  would  be  good  reason  for  some  provision  to  meet 
them. 
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CHAPTER  Vn. 

THE  EXEOUnVS  DEMAND. 

1.  ProTision  for  a  Demand.  —  The  Constitution  provides  that 
tlie  delivery  of  the  accused  party  shall  be  made  "  on  demand  of 
the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  ho  fled."  The 
law  of  Congress  declares  that  "  whenever  the  executive  authority 
of  any  State  or  Territory  demands  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to 
which  such  person  has  fled,"  then,  the  other  prescribed  requisites 
being  supplied,  the  delivery  shall  be  made. 

^^  Demand  "  is  the  word  used  in  both  the  Constitution  and  the 
law ;  and  this  implies  a  corresponding  obligation  of  compliance 
therewith,  when  the  conditions  of  such  compliance  are  supplied. 
{Kentucky  v.  Dennuorij  24  How.  66,  103.) 

The  right  to  make  the  demand  is  confined  exclusively  to  the 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  the 
accused  party  fled.  No  other  ofiicer  of  the  State  or  Territory  is 
authorized  to  make  the  demand ;  and  no  ofiicer  of  any  other  State 
has  this  authority. 

3.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  The  exercise  of  the  right  to 
make  a  demand  is  qualified  by  the  conditions  which  are  pre- 
cedent to  the  obligation  of  delivery.  These  conditions  are  the  fol- 
lowing : 

(1.)  The  person  demanded  must,  by  an  indictment  found  or  an 
affidavit  made  before  a  competent  magistrate  in  the  State  or 
Territory,  be  charged  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime. 

(2.)  A  certified  copy  of  such  indictment  or  affidavit,  the  certi- 
fication being  by  the  demanding  executive,  must  accompany  the 
demand. 

(3.)  The  party  must  be  demanded  as  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

(4.)  There  must  be  legal  evidence  to  show  that  this  party  has 
fled  from  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  he  is  charged  witli  crime 
and  at  least  some  presumption  that  he  has  fled  to  and  is  in 
the  State  or  Territory  to  whose  executive  the  demand  is  ad- 
dressed. 
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These  conditious  are  precedent  to  the  obligation  of  making  a 
delivery,  and  hence  the  right  of  making  the  demand  must  be 
exercised  in  conformity  therewith.  If  it  is  not  so  exercised  it  lias 
no  legal  force  and  creates  no  obligation. 

The  charge  of  crime,  which  is  the  first  of  the  above  conditions, 
as  contemplated  in  the  Constitntion  and  the  law,  is  not  an  execu- 
tive act  at  all.  It  is  made  by  the  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  or 
by  affidavit  before  a  magistrate,  and  all  that  the  demanding  ex- 
ecutive has  to  do  with  it  is  to  certify  that  the  copy  thereof,  which 
is  to  accompany  the  demand,  is  authentic.  He  has  no  right  to 
make  a  demand  until  a  charge  has  been  made  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  law  of  Congress. 

3.  Discretion  of  the  Demanding  Execntiye.  —  Whetlier  the 
executive  of  a  State  or  Territory  shall  actually  make  a  demand 
upon  the  executive  authority  of  another  State  or  Territory,  'for 
the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  is  a  question  which  botli  the 
Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  leave  entirely  to  his  discre- 
tion. Neither  imposes  it  upon  him  as  a  duty  in  any  case.  What 
they  do  is  to  secure  the  right  and  specify  certain  conditions  in 
respect  to  the  manner  in  which  it  sliall  be  exercised,  and  then 
leave  every  executive  to  determine  for  himself  whether  the  right 
shall  be  exercised  or  not. 

This  discretion,  thus  left  with  the  executive,  may  be  r^alated 
by  State  laws,  provided  that  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  The  latter  do  not 
operate  upon  the  question  at  all  nntil  that  stage  is  reached  at 
which  a  demand  is  made,  and  hence  State  laws  regulating  the 
discretion  of  the  executive  prior  to  the  demand,  and  defining  the 
circumstances  in  which  he  may  make  such  demand  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  tlie  law  of 
Congress,  are  exposed  to  no  constitutional  objection.  They  simply 
regulate  a  discretion  which  he  would  otherwise  exercise  upon  his 
own  judgment.  They  make  rules  for  him  where  he  would  other- 
wise make  iniles  for  himself.  Some  of  the  States  have  thus  legis- 
lated, and  all  might  do  so  if  they  chose.  {Eo  parte  OubretAy  49 
Cal.  436.) 

4.  The  General  Rule  —  The  general  rule  that  ought  to  gov- 
»ern  the  executive  authority  of  every  State  and  Territory  i^  never 
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to  make  a  demand  upon  the  executive  authority  of  any  other 
State  or  Territory  which  ought  not,  ac<;ording  to  the  letter  and 
intent  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  to  be  complied  with. 

The  violation  of  this  rule  is  proof  of  ignorance  or  carelessness, 
or  of  some  sinister  and  improper  design  on  the  part  of  the  demand- 
ing executive.  It  may  prove  either  and  one  or  the  other  it  always 
proves. 

The  law  specifies  the  casQ  in  which  the  duty  of  delivery  shall 
be  an  imperative  obligation,  and  in  which  a  citizen  or  inhabitant 
of  a  State  or  Territory,  otherwise  entitled  to  be  unmolested,  shall 
be  arrested  and  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  another  jurisdiction; 
and  every  executive,  before  making  a  demand,  should  scrupulously 
see  to  it  that  this  case  exists  in  fact.  He  should  confine  himself 
to  the  exact  case  stated,  and  to  the  exact  purpose  intended. 

Judge  Cooley  very  justly  remarks  that  the  "  abuse  of  the  pro- 
cess by  issuing  it  in  cases  where  the  purpose  is  the  enforcement 
of  a  private  demand  rather  than  the  punislmient  of  crime,"  is 
one  source  of  the  practical  difficulties  which  have  arisen  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  law.  He  adds  that  this  abuse  ^^  should  be  corrected 
by  greater  care  in  the  executive  to  whom  application  for  a  requisi- 
tion is  made,  in  satisfying  himself  that  it  is  made  in  the  interest 
of  public  justice."  (Princeton  Review,  January,  1879,  p.  176.) 
A  requisition  made  in  any  other  interest,  or  for  any  other  end,  is 
simply  a  fraud,  however  regular  it  may  be  in  the  matter  of  form. 

5.  Subsidiary  Rules.  —  The  following  subsidiary  rules  will 
serve  as  useful  guides  against  any  misapprehension  or  mistake  on 
this  subject : 

(1.)  The  application  for  a  requisition,  to  bo  made  upon  the 
executive  of  another  State  or  Territory,  should  always  proceed 
from  some  official  authority ;  and  inasmuch  as  the  crime  charged 
must  have  been  committed,  if  committed  at  all,  in  some  county 
of  the  State  or  Territory,  the  District  Attorney  of  that  county, 
having  assigned  to  him  by  law  the  duty  of  prosecuting  crime  and 
bringing  offenders  to  justice,  is  the  proper  person  to  make  the 
application.  He  is  on  the  ground,  and  may  be  assumed  to  be 
acquainted  with  the  facts,  and  to  be  the  most  competent  judge, 
in  the  first  instance,  whether  a  requisition  should  be  made  or  not. 

(2.)  The  executive  should  have  before  him,  in  either  the  form 
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of  an  indictment  or  an  affidavit  or  affidavits,  duly  certified,  an 
exhibit  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  constituting  the  crime 
alleged.  £[e  is  to  judge  on  an  important  question  of  fact,  and 
the  evidence  submitted  to  him  should  show  a  crime  bj  the  neces- 
sary specific  allegations.  Upon  that  evidence  he  should  exercise  a 
careful  judgment  as  to  its  character,  its  legality,  the  facts  set  forth 
by  it,  and  all  circumstances  which  may  in  any  way  afEect  the  con- 
clusion to  be  drawn  therefrom. 

(3.)  The  executive  should  be  satisfied  by  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  criminal,  on  the  supposition  that  a  crime  has  been  legally 
charged,  has  actually  fled  from  the  State  or  Territory,  and  hence 
is  not,  without  extradition,  within  the  reach  of  its  justice.  This 
is  a  question  of  fact ;  and  nntil  the  fact  of  flight  is  proved  by 
proper  evidence,  there  is  no  authority  for  making  a  demand  at 
all. 

(4.)  The  executive  should  require  adequate  evidence  as  to  the 
State  or  Territory  in  which  the  criminal  has  taken  refuge.  He 
must  address  his  demand  to  some  specific  executive,  and  hence  he 
needs  to  be  duly  informed  on  this  point. 

(5.)  The  executive,  where  circumstances  lead  to  the  suspicion 
that  the  requisition  is  sought  by  interested  parties,  or  for  other 
purposes  than  those  of  public  justice  in  the  punishment  of  the 
criminal,  should  decline  to  make  the  demand  until  the  grounds  of 
suspicion  are  removed.  No  executive  is  worthy  of  the  office  he 
fills,  or  faithful  to  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  if  he  allows 
himself  to  be  consciously  a  party  to  any  abuse  or  misuse  of  the 
extradition  process.  If  on  this  point  he  has  been  deceived,  and 
discovers  the  fact  after  making  the  demand,  he  should  instantly 
revoke  it.  The  extradition  remedy  is  summary  in  its  action ;  and 
though  highly  useful  for  its  proper  purposes,  it  is,  nevertheless* 
oppressive  when  perverted  or  mis-applied. 

(6.)  The  legal  papers  requisite  to  constitute  a  valid  demand 
should  be  in  due  form  of  law.  These  papers  are  to  be  presented 
to  the  executive  authority  of  another  State  or  Territory,  and  by 
that  authority  carefully  examined,  as  they  should  be,  m  respect 
to  their  contents  and  form  ;  and  if  they  are  not  snch  as  the  law 
prescribes,  they  do  not  upon  their  face  furnish  any  ground  for 
making  a  delivery  of  the  person  claimed. 
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The  records  of  conrts,  in  dealing  with  such  cases  upon  haheas 
corpus  to  test  the  legality  of  the  proceedings,  show  not  a  little 
ignorance  or  carelessness  among  Governors,  in  both  demand- 
ing and  surrendering  fugitive  criminals.  The  cases  are  not  infre- 
quent in  which  the  fugitive,  after  being  arrested  by  the  execu- 
tive warrant,  has  been  discharged,  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  on 
the  ground  that  the  papers  in  the  case  did  not  conform  to  law. 
The  executive  to  whom  the  demand  was  addressed  ought  to  have 
seen  this  defect,  and  for  that  reason  to  have  declined  to  order  the 
arrest  of  the  party  claimed. 

The  simple  purpose  to  give  effect  to  the  language  and  intent  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  law,  supplemented  by  the  application  of 
these  rules  in  each  case,  when  no  rules  are  furnished  by  legisla- 
tion, will  ordinarily  guard  the  executive  authority  against  any 
mistakes  in  making  demands  for  the  surrender  of  fugitive  crim- 
inals. Thus  exercising  his  discretion  in  making  these  demands, 
the  executive  will  maintain  the  dignity  of  his  office,  serve  the 
interests  of  public  justice,  and  at  the  same  time  avoid  using  his 
power  for  the  accomplishment  of  other  ends  than  the  one  intended 
by  the  Constitution. 

6.  Application  for  Requisitions.  —  The  executive  authority 
in  some  of  the  States  has  adopted  a  series  of  specifie  regulations 
which  must  be  followed  in  making  application  for  the  issue  of 
requisitions  to  the  executive  authority  of  other  States  or  Terri- 
tories. The  design  is  to  guard  against  any  abuse  of  the  process. 
The  following  examples  illustrate  the  nature  and  scope  of  these 
regulations  : 


(I.)  Thb  State  of  New  York. 


State  of  New  York, 
ExEOOTivB  Depabtment 


.} 


The  following  regulations  are  adopted  by  the  Governor  in 
reference  to  applications  for  requisitions  and  mandates  upon 
requisitions: 

Applications  must  come  from  District  Attorneys,  and  be  by 
duplicate  original  papers,  except  the  indictment,  which  may  be  a 
certified  copy. 

1st.  The  District  Attorney  must  certify  that  in  his  opinion  the 
ends  of  public  justice  require  that  the  criminal  be  brought  back 
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to  the  State  for  trial,  at  the  public  expense ;  that  he  is  content 
that  such  expeuse  b3  a  county  charge,  and  that  he  believes  he  has 
within  his  reach,  and  will  be  able  to  produce  on  the  trial,  the 
evidence  necessary  to  secure  conviction. 

2d.  He  must  further  name  the  State  upon  whose  executive  the 
requisition  is  to 'be  made,  and  name  a  proper  person  as  agent, 
having  no  private  interest  in  the  arrest  of  the  fugitive. 

3d.  If  there  has  been  any  former  requisition  for  the  same 
person  growing  out  of  the  same  transactions,  it  must  be  so  stated, 
with  an  explanation  of  the  reasons  for  asking  for  a  new  requisi- 
tion. 

4th.  If  the  criminal  is  known  to  be  under  arrest  for  any  other 
offense,  it  must  be  so  stated. 

If  an  indictment  has  been  found,  a  certified  copy  of  the  same 
must  accompany  the  application. 

Also  there  must  be  by  affidavit  positive  proof  that  the  crim- 
inal has  fled  from  the  State  and  tlie  justice  thereof,  or  proof  of 
facts  and  circumstances  warranting  such  conclusion,  with  a  satis- 
factory explanation  of  delay  in  prosecution,  or  other  matter  calcu- 
lated to  excite  suspicion  of  want  of  good  faith  in  the  proceeding. 
Also  proof  that  tne  criminal  has  tafcen  refuge  in  the  State  on 
whose  Executive  the  demand  is  to  be  made. 

If  known,  it  must  appear  whether  the  criminal  is  a  resident  of 
this  State,  or  only  transiently  here. 

Matters  stated  on  information  and  belief  must  be  stated  with 
the  source  of  information  and  belief,  and  mere  general  allegations 
of  law  and  fact  be  avoided  as  far  as  possible. 

In  cases  in  which  no  indictment  has  been  found,  there  must  be, 
in  addition  to  the  proofs  above  mentioned,  proof  by  affidavit, 
taken  before  a  magistrate,  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  consti- 
tuting the  crime. 

If  the  criu:>e  charged  be  forgery,  the  affidavit  of  the  person 
whose  name  is  alleged  to  be  forged  must  be  produced,  or  a  satis- 
factory reason  given  for  its  absence. 

In  all  eases  the  official  character  of  the  officer  taking  the  affi- 
davits must  be  duly  certified. 

District  Attorneys  will  be  held  to  the  strictest  responsibility  to 
see  that  this  process  is  not  used  for  the  purpose  of  collecting 
debts,  or  for  other  private  purposes,  especially  in  false  pretense, 
embezzlement  and  torgery  cases. 

If  it  is  discovered  that  this  process  is  being  abused,  or  has  been 
inadvertently  granted,  there  will  be  no  ho<^itation  in  revoking  it 

Requisitions  will  be  mailed  directly  to  the  Governors  upon 
whom  made,  unless  there  be  very  special  reason  for  doing  other- 
wise. The  agent's  authority  will  be  sent  to  the  District  Attorney 
for  delivery,  who  must  see  to  it  that  the  agent  makes  return  of  it, 
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within  a  reasonable  time,  to  the  Executive  Department,  with  a 
statement  of  the  manner  in  which  his  duty  has  been  discharged. 

Mandates  upon  requisitions  from  other  States  will  not  be  issued 
unless  the  requisition  is  supported  by  proofs  conforming  substan- 
tially, in  material  matters,  as  to  the  statements  about  the  crime, 
and  tlie  manner  of  the  criminal's  departure  from  the  State,  and 
the  good  faith  of  the  prosecution,  to  the  requirements  of  the  fore- 
going regulations  in  similar  cases. 

Mandates  will  be  mailed  directly  to  the  Sheriff  of  the  county 
where  the  criminal  is  supposed  to  he.  He  will  be  directed  in  all 
cases  to  allow  the  man  arrested  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  assert, 
before  delivery,  any  legal  rights  he  may  have  in  the  premises. 

(II.)  The  State  of  Pennsylvania. 

Executive  Department,      ) 
Habbisbubg,  Pa.,         .  ) 

Sir  :  I  am  directed  by  his  Excellency  the  Governor  to  ask  your 
attention  to  the  requirements  embraced  in  the  following  regula- 
tions governing  the  issue  of  requisitions : 

1.  An  application  from  the  District  Attorney  in  all  cases  ex- 
cept those  in  which  the  proceedings  are  instituted  by  the  Attor- 
ney-General of  the  State,  or  the  criminal  has  escaped  from  county 
jail  or  State  Penitentiary.  The  application  must  be  accompanied 
with  the  office  fee,  $1.00. 

2.  A  duly  attested  copy  of  the  indictment,  if  an  indictment  has 
been  found. 

3.  If  an  indictment  has  not  been  found,  the  application  must 
be  accompanied  with  duly  attested  copies  of  tne  information, 
warrant  and  proceedings  before  the  court,  aldennan  or  justice, 
and  affidavit  or  affidavits  setting  forth  the  material  lacts  constitut- 
ing the  offense  charged,  which  must  be  sufficient  to  establish  a 
prima  faci^  case,  such  as  would  justify  a  grand  jury  in  finding 
an  indictment,  and  that  the  application  for  the  requisition  is 
made  in  good  faith,  not  for  any  private  ends,  but  with  a  view  to 
prosecute  to  conviction  the  charge  against  the  criminal.  [This 
regulation  will  be  applied  with  especial  strictness  in  all  cases 
where  the  charge  is  clieating,  obtaining  money  by  false  pretenses 
(the  false  and  deceitful  representations  must  be  set  forth),  em- 
bezzlement and  the  like.] 

4.  In  all  cases  an  affidavit  is  required,  setting  forth  that  the 
criminal  was  in  the  State  at  the  time  of  the  offense;  that  he  is  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  having  fled  the  State  since  the  commission 
of  the  offense,  and  that  he  is  in  the  State  or  Territory  on  whose 
Governor  a  requisition  is  asked.  Any  delay  in  the  prosecution 
of  the  offense  must  be  satisfactorily  explained.  The  facts  must 
be  stated  specilically,  and  if  on  information  and  belief,  then  the 
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groiindB  of  the  same.  The  official  character  of  the  officers  before 
whom  the  affidavits  are  made  must  be  certified  to  by  the  protbo- 
notary  of  the  county. 

5.  Duplicates  of  all  papers  furnished  to  the  Governor  will  be 
required  in  order  that  one  may  be  retained  here  and  the  other  at- 
tacned  to  the  requisition. 

6.  The  District  Attorney  must  name  the  agent,  who  must  be 
either  the  Sheriff  of  the  proper  county,  his  deputies,  or  some  one 
having  no  private  interest  in  the  arrest  of  the  fugitive. 

Requisitions  are  mailed  to  the  Governors,  unless  there  is  some 
especial  reason  for  sending  them  otherwise.  The  authority  to  the 
agent  is  delivered  to  him  personally,  or  mailed  to  the  District 
Attorney  ;  and  the  agent  must  make  return  to  this  Department 
of  his  proceedings.  Mandates,  unless  there  is  some  especial 
reason  tor  doing  otherwise,  are  mailed  to  the  Sheriff  of  the 
county,  with  directions  to  j^ive  the  persons  arrested  opportunity  to 
assert  their  legal  rights  belore  being  delivered  up. 

Beqnisitions  will  not  issue  in  cases  of  fornication  and  bastardy, 
or  in  any  case  to  aid  in  collecting  a  debt  or  enforcing  a  civil  re- 
medy, or  in  cases  in  which  the  offense  is  of  such  trivial  character 
as  to  leave  a  doubt  of  the  granting  of  a  mandate  thereon  by  the 
Executive  of  other  States  and  Territories. 

Secretary  of  the  CommanweaUh. 

To  Hie  ExoeUencyj  tke  Oaoemor  of  t/te  Commonwealth  of  Pennr 
sylvania  : 

Sir  :  I  have  the  honor  to  snbmit  this  application  for  a  requisi- 
tion on  the  Governor  of  the  of  for  ,  a  fugitive  from 
justice,         ;  and  I  certify, 

1st.  That  I  approve  of  the  application. 

2d.  The  party,  ,  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  I  believe  he 
is  at  this  time  in  the  of  ,  and  that  he  fled  from  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania  before  an  arrest  could  be  made. 

8d.  The  ends  of  justice,  in  my  deliberate  judgment,  require 
that  he  should  be  brought  back  to  this  State  for  trial. 

4th.  I  name  ,  as  a  proper  person  to  whom  the  warrant  as 
agent  shall  issue,  and  I  certify  that  he  has  no  private  interest  in 
the  arrest  of  the  fugitive. 

5th.  I  am  satisned  that  the  expenses  be  charged  upon  this 
county,  and  shall  take  the  proper  means  to  obtain  uiem. 

District  Attorney. 
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(III.)  The  Stat£  of  Massachijbettb. 

Commonwealth  of  Mabsaohtisetts, 
ExBcunvB  Depaetment, 

Boston, 

Sir  :  I  am  directed  by  His  Excellency  the  Governor  to  ask  your 
attention  to  the  requirements  embraced  in  the  following  regula- 
tions : 

Every  application  to  the  Governor  for  a  requisition  upon  the 
Executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  for  the  de- 
livery up  and  return  of  any  offender  who  has  fled  from  the  justice 
of  this  State,  must  be  in  writing,  and  must  be  accompanied  by 
the  following  documents  and  proofs : 

1.  A  duly  attested  copy  of  the  indictment,  if  an  indictment 
has  been  found  against  the  offender. 

2.  If  no  indictment  has  been  found,  then  the  application  must 
be  accompanied  by  a  duly  attested  copy  of  the  complaint,  made 
before  a  court  or  magistrate  authorized  to  receive  the  same.  And 
if  a  copy  of  a  complaint  is  presented,  such  copy  must  be  accom- 
panied by  affidavits  to  the  lacts  constituting  tne  offense  charged. 

3.  There  must  in  every  case  be  sworn  evidence  that  the  person 
charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice ;  that  is,  that  he  has  fled  from 
the  State  to  avoid  arrest. 

The  copy  of  the  indictment  or  complaint  ehould  be  attested  by 
the  clerk  or  a  justice  of  the  court,  or  by  the  magistrate. 

If  no  indictment  has  been  found,  and  a  copy  of  a  complaint  is 
presented,  the  affidavits  in  support  thereof  must  be  sufficient  to 
establish  2k prirna  facie  case  —  such  as  would  justify  a  grand  jury 
in  finding  an  indictment. 

The  affidavits  to  show  that  the  person  charged  is  a  fugitive  from 
justice  should  show,  as  particularly  as  may  be,  the  time  and  cir- 
cumstances of  his  flight,  and  in  what  State  or  Territory  he  now 
is. 

If  the  offense  was  not  of  recent  occurrence,  sufficient  reasons 
must  be  given  why  the  application  has  been  delayed. 

The  Governor,  in  his  discretion,  will  require  evidence  of  the 
character  of  the  persons  making  the  affidavits. 

The  purpose,  in  granting  reauisitions,  is  to  aid  in  the  admini&- 
tration  of  the  criminal  law.  No  requisition  will  be  issued  in  any 
case  to  aid  in  collecting  a  debt  or  enforcing  a  civil  remedy  against 
a  person  who  has  left  the  StAte.  In  all  cases  where  indictments 
have  not  been  found,  and  where  the  conduct  of  the  prosecution  is 
not  in  the  hands  of  tlie  law  officers  of  the  State,  it  must  be  made 
to  appear  that  the  ap])lication  for  a  requisition  is  made  in  good 
faith,  not  for  any  private  ends,  but  with  a  view  to  enforce  the 
charge  of  crime  against  the  offender.     This  rule  will  be  applied 
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with  especial  strictness  in  all  cases  of  cheating,  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretenses,  embezzlement,  and  the  like. 

The  Govenior  has  no  power  to  require  the  surrender  of  fugitives 
who  have  taken  refuge  in  the  British  Provinces. 

Duplicates  of  all  papers  furnished  to  the  Governor  will  be  re- 
quired, in  order  that  one  set  may  be  retained  here,  and  the  other 
attached  to  the  requisition. 

By  General  Statutes,  chapter  177,  section  1,  the  Governor  of 
this  State  is  only  autliorized  to  deliver  over  to  the  Executive  of 
any  other  State  or  Territory  persons  charged  therein  witli  crime, 
when  the  demand  is  accompanied  by  the  same  documents  and 
proofs  which  are  mentioned  above,  in  paragraphs  1,  2  and  3. 

EespectfiiUy, 

Private  Secretary. 

(IV.)  TuE  State  of  Ohio. 

1.  Applications  must  be  made  by  the  prosecuting  attorney, 
except  m  cases  of  convicts  escaped  from  the  penitentiary. 

2.  The  statutes  of  Ohio  provide  for  requisitions  in  cases  of 
felony  only ;  but  the  Governor  may  issue  extradition  warrants 
without  regard  to  our  classification  of  offenses. 

3.  Applications  and  accompanying  papers  must  be  in  duplicate. 

4.  The  prosecuting  attorney  must  Hesignate  a  person  to  be 
appointed  agent.  As  a  rule,  the  Sheriff  should  be  designated  ; 
ana  whoever  the  person  may  be,  he  should  be  instnicted  not  to 
permit  a  compromise  of  the  case  under  any  circumstances. 

5.  The  employment  of  the  extradition  process  as  a  means  of 
collecting  debts,  in  cases  of  real  or  assumed  false  pretense,  is  so 
general  tnat  a  proper  use  of  it  is  a  rare  exception.  Creditors 
invoke  the  process  with  no  other  purpose  in  view.  This  abuse 
has  been  carried  to  such  an  extent  that  the  Governors  of  tlie 
several  States  feel  the  necessity  of  putting  an  end  to  it;  and  even 
the  refusal  to  either  demand  or  surrender  f u^ives  so  charged 
has  been  suggested  as  the  only  sure  i'eni3dy.  I^rosecuting  attor- 
neys will,  therefore,  notify  persons  who  request  them  to  make 
application  in  cases  of  this  kind,  that  the  Governor  will  not  issue 
a  requisition  unless  convinced  that  the  sole  intention  is  to  prose- 
cute the  alleged  fugitives  for  the  offense  charged. 

G.  Every  application  must  be  accompanied  by  the  affidavit 
required  by  statute,  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  the  extradition  of 
jthe  fugitive  is  desired.  This  is  printed  on  the  same  sheet  with 
the  blank  application  furnished.  It  should  be  made  by  the  pro- 
secuting attorney,  because  the  prosecution  is  under  his  control ; 
and  before  the  clerk  of  court,  to  facilitate  authentication  by  the 
Governor,  as  he  can  make  one  certificate  cover  the  whole  case. 
(See  form  of  certificate  on  same  sheet  with  application.) 
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7.  If  the  offense  clmrged  is  not  of  recent  occurrence,  a  satisfac- 
tory reason  must  be  given  for  the  delay  in  making  the  application. 
(6ee  paragraph  16.) 

8.  Ilequisitions  will  be  issued  only  upon  the  condition  that  no 

Eortion  of  the  expense  pertahiing  to  the  extradition  shall  be  paid 
y  the  State. 

9.  Requisitions  will  be  recalled,  and  warrants  revoked,  when  it 
is  discovered  that  fraud  or  deception  has  been  practiced. 

In  Case  of  Indictment. 

10.  When  the  application  is  based  upon  an  indictment,  tlie 
only  papers  required  are  the  application,  copy  of  indictment  duly 
authenticated,  and  the  affidavit  mentioned  in  the  sixth  paragraph — 
all  in  duplicate. 

In  Case  of  Complaint. 

11.  When  based  upon  a  complaint,  duplicate  copies  of  the  in- 
strument, certitied  and  authenticated  as  specified  in  paragraphs 
15  and  18,  and  affidavits  (in  duplicate)  specified  in  paragraphs  (> 
and  14,  must  accompany  the  application. 

12.  Although  Mayors  and  P<»lice  Judges  are  magistrates,  under 
the  statutes  of  Ohio,  complaints  upon  which  requisitions  are  to  be 
made  should  bo  made  before  Jvstices  of  the  Pea^e  ordy^  because 
(1)  Justices  are  recognized  everywhere,  without  question^  as  mag- 
istrates, an<l  because  (2)  this  is  essential  to  a  due  authentication 
—  neirher  the  Governor  nor  clerks  of  Courts  of  Common  Pleas 
having  official  knowledge  of  the  election  and  qualification  of 
Mayors  and  Police  Judges. 

13.  In  one  or  two  counties,  the  practice  of  making  affidavits 
before  Notaries  Public,  and  filing  them  with  Justices  of  the  Peace 
as  complaints,  prevails.  This  is  certainly  not  based  upon  a  cor- 
rect interpretation  of  the  statutes  of  Ohio;  and  besides,  the  statutes 
of  the  United  States,  which  govern  in  the  matter  of  extradition, 
provide  that  complaints  shall  he  made  hefore  a  magistrate. 

14.  The  statute  requires,  in  case  of  complaint,  "  an  affidavit  or 
affidavits,  to  the  facts  constituting  tlie  offense  charged,  by  persons 
having  actual  knowledge  thereof."  The  meaning  of  this  is, 
that  an  affidavit  or  affidavits  giving  in  detiiil  all  known  facts  and 

.  circumstances  having  a  bearing  upon  a  case,  shall  be  furnished,  in 
support  of  and  to  strei\^then  tlie  complaint,  which,  generally  and 
properly,  is  simply  a  brief  statement,  charging  the  offense,  and  by 
whom,  when,  where,  and  by  what  means  it  was  committed.  If 
no  person  other  than  the  complainant  possesses  the  necessary  infor- 
marioii,  there  can,  of  course,  be  but  one  such  affidavit.  These 
affidavits  to  be  originals^  and  in  duplicate. 

15.  The  copies  of  the  complaint  which  accompany  the  applica- 
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tion  miiBt  be  certified  by  the  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom 
the  compIaiDt  was  made,  to  be  true  copies  of  the  original  instra- 
meut  on  file  in  his  office.  Sometimes  the  original  complaint  is 
taken  in  triplicate,  and  two  of  them  transmitt^  with  the  applica- 
tion, under  the  mistaken  notion  that  they  are  better  than  copies ; 
but  the  statute  requires  certified  copies. 

16.  An  application  based  iipon  a  complaint,  when  there  has 
been  a  session  of  the  Grand  Jury  after  tne  commission  of  the 
offense,  and  an  opportunity  afforded  thereby  to  procure  an  indicts 
ment,  will  be  regarded  with  disfavor,  and  a  satisfactory  explana- 
tion of  the  failure  to  procure  an  indictment  will  be  required. 

Authe7itication, 

17.  In  case  of  indictment,  the  clerk  of  court  must  make  dapli- 
cate  copies  of  the  instrument,  and  certify,  under  his  official  seal, 
that  each  is  a  true  copy  of  the  original  indictment  on  file  in  his 
office. 

18.  In  case  of  complaint,  the  clerk  of  court  must  attach  to 
each  copy  of  the  instrument,  following  the  certificate  of  the 
justice  of  the  peace,  the  usual  certificate  as  to  the  election,  qnalifi- 
cation,  etc.,  oi  that  officer.  This  must  not  be  omitted  upon  the 
theory  that  such  certificate  can  be  made  by  the  Governor  or 
Secretary  of  State,  as  the  statute  (Vol.  80,  O.  L.,  p.  186)  provides 
that  "no  officer  other  than  the  clerk  of  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  shall  certify  to  the  signature  and  qualification  of  jus- 
tices of  the  peace." 

19.  The  certificates  referred  to  in  the  last  two  paragraphs 
should,  invariably,  be  signed  by  the  clerk  himself,  as  the  papers 
must  receive  a  final  authentication  by  the  Governor,  who  nas  no 
official  knowledge  of  the  appointment  of  deputies.  Although  the 
clerk^s  seal  imports  verity,  and  is,  therefore,  for  general  purposes, 
a  sufficient  verification,  when  used  by  a  deputy,  the  Governor,  in 
a  case  where  a  deputy  signs  the  name  of  the  clerk,  can  certify 
only  as  to  the  statutory  authoritv  of  deputies,  and  that  the  principal 
is  clerk ;  but  in  such  case,  or  wliere  a  deputy  makes  the  certificate 
himself,  he  cannot  certify  that  such  person  is  deputy  clerk. 
JSfftradition  papers  vndergo  the  scrutiny  of  able  lawyers^  espe- 
cially when  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  is  resisted ;  and  oppor- 
tunity rrvust  not  be  afforded  them  to  defeat  or  delay  justice  and 
cause  unnecessary  expenssy  upon  a  claim  of  insufficiency  in  any 
respect 

Arrest  and  Commitment  in  the  Absence  of  an  Eastradition 

Warrant. 

20.  Fugitive  criminals  firom  other  States  sometimes  avoid 
arrest  after  they  are  discovered  or  secure  their  release,  after  ar- 
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rest,  because  of  delay  in  obtaining  a  rec^nisition.  Snch  escape  or 
release  may  be  prevented  by  proceedings  under  sections  Vl56, 
7157  and  7158  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio. 

Referenoea. 

21.  The  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio  relating  to 
the  extradition  of  fugitives  are  95,  96,  97,  7156,  7157  and  7158. 
Section  95  has  l^en  amended  since  the  revision  of  the  statutes, 
and  will  be  found  in  vol.  78,  O.  L.,  page  49. 

22.  The  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
upon  the  subject  will  be  found  in  vol.  1  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  Ohio,  pages  162,  163  and  164. 

The  foregoing  instructions  should  be  studied  carefully,  tiled  for 
reference,  and  followed  strictly  in  order  that  mistakes,  delays  and 
unnecessary  expense  may  be  avoided.  A  failure  to  foUaw  them 
wiU  necessitate  the  return  of  the  papers. 


Pbosbouting  Attobnsy's  Offiob, 

,  188 


,} 


Hon.  y  Oovemar  of  the  State  of  Ohio  : 

Dear  Sib  —  I  have  the  honor  to  request  that  you  issue  a  requi- 
sition upon  the  Governor  of  the  of  for 
the  extradition  of  who  stand  diarged 
by  with  the  crime  of 
committed  in  this  county  on  the  day  of  18  9 
and  who,  to  avoid  prosecution,  fled  from  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
State,  and,  as  I  am  informed,  now  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  said                               of 

I  present  herewith  a  copy  of  said  duly 

authenticated;  affidavit  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  the  extra- 
dition of  the  fugitive  is  desired ;  and  affidavit  to  the  facts 
constituting  the  offense  charged,  by  person  having  actual 
knowledge  thereof.* 

I  designate  as  a  proper  person  to  be 

appointed  agent  of  the  State,  and  certify  that  he  has  no  personal 
interest  in  tne  arrest  and  return  of  said  fugitive  other  than 
proper  compensation  for  his  services. 

Very  respectfully, 

,  Prosecuting  Attorney^ 

Cotintyy  Ohio. 

*  The  la«t  claose  to  be  erased  in  case  of  indictment. 
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The  State  of  Ohio,  ) 

County^  ) 

I,  ,  having  been  duly  sworn,  depoee 

and  Bay  that  I  am  the  proseciiting  attorney  of  said  county ;  that 
the  person      charged  by  (a  duly  au- 

thenticated copy  of  which  is  attached  hereto)  with  the  crime 
of  ,  fugitive     from  justice; 

and  that  the  foregoing  application  to  the  Governor  of  Ohio  for  a 
requisition  for  extradition  is  made  in  good  faith,  witii  the 

sole  intent  to  prosecute  for  said  offense,  and  not  to  secure 

return  to  said  county  to  afford  opportunity  to  serve 
with  civil  process,  nor  for  any  other  private  purposa 


Sworn  to  before  me,  and  subscribed  in  my  ) 
presence  the  day  of  ,  188  .  ) 

[l.  s.] 

CUrk  of  the  Court  of  Common  PleaSy 

County^  Ohio- 

The  State  of  Ohio,      ) 
Office  of  the   Oovemor.  \ 

I,  ,  Governor  of  the  State  of  Ohio, 

do  hereby  certify  that  ,  whose  signature 

and  official  seal  are  affixed  to  the  certificate  of  authentication 
hereto  attached,  and  also  to  the  foregoing  jurat,  was,  at  the  date 
thereof.  Clerk  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of 
fcount^.  State  of  Ohio,  duly  ,  commissioned  and 

qualified  ;  that  his  official  acts  are  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
credit ;  and  that  he  is  the  proper  officer  to  make  said  certificates, 
which  are  in  due  form. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name, 
and  caused  the  Great  Seal  of  the  State  of  Ohio  to  be  affixcKl,  at  tlie 
city  of  Columbus,  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of 

our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eighty  ,  and  in  the 
one  hundred  and  year  of  the  Independence  of  the  United 

States  of  America. 

By  the  Governor : 

Secretary  of  State. 
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This  exhibit  presents  the  niles  which  the  Governors  of  these 
States,  respectively,  liavo  adopted  in  respect  to  applications  made 
to  them  for  demands  upon  the  Governors  of  other  States  or  Ter- 
ritories, for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals.  It  is 
incidentally  stated  in  two  of  the  exhibits  that  substantially  the 
same  rules  will  be  applied  when  demands  are  addressed  to  these 
Governors  by  the  Governors  of  other  States  or  Territories. 

The  object  sought  by  the  adoption  of  such  regulations  is  to 
confine  extradition  to  the  purpose  set  forth  in  the  Constitution 
and  the  law  of  Congress,  and  thereby  guard  against  any  abuse  of 
the  remedy.  Extradition  for  any  purpose  other  than  the  one 
named,  is  always  a  gross  abuse ;  and  the- Governors  of  States  and 
Territories  sliould  scrupulously  limit  the  remedy  to  the  single  end 
intended. 

7.  The  Executive  Requisition.  —  Neither  the  Constitution 
nor  the  law  prescribes  any  particular  form  of  the  requisition  to 
be  issued.  Both  speak  of  it  as  a  *'  demand."  Both  leave  the 
phraseology  thereof  to  the  discretion  of  the  executive  authority ; 
and  yet  both  imply  that  the  demand,  in  its  recitals  and  its  accom- 
panying papers,  must  set  forth  the  facts  specified  in  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  law.  The  following  are  examples  of  the  form  of 
requisitions : 

(I.)  Thb  State  of  New  York. 

State  of  New  York,         ) 
Executive  Chabgber.  ) 

Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

To  His  Excellency,  Oovemor  of  the  State  of 

Whereas,  it  appears  by  ,  duly  authenticated,  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  this  State,  that  stand  charged  with  the  crime 
of  ,  committed  in  the  county  of  ,  in  said  State ;  and  it  has 
been  represented  to  me  that  he  ha  fled  from  justice  of  this  State, 
and  may  have  taken  ref  age  in  the  State  of  ; 

Now,  therefore,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
I  do  hereby  require  that  the  said  be  apprehended  and  deliv- 
ered to  ,  who  is  herebv  authorized  to  receive  and  convey 
to  the  State  of  New  York,  there  to  be  dealt  with  according  to 
law. 
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In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  signed  my  name  and  affixed 
the  privj  seal  of  the  State,  at  the  City  of  Albany,  this 
day  of        ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  seventy 

By  the  Governor. 

Private  Secretary. 

State  of  New  York,         ) 
Executive  Chamber,  f 

Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

To  aUto  wham  these  jpresents  shall  come  : 

Know  ye,  tliat  I  have  authorized  and  empowered  and  by  these 
presents  do  authorize  and  empower        to  take  and  receive  from 
the  proper  authorities  of  the  State  of        ,  fugitive  from  justice, 
and  convey        at  the  exclusive  cost  of  the  countv  of        ,  to  the 
State  of  New  York,  there  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law. 
In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  signed  my  name  and  affixed 
the  privy  seal  of  the  State,  at  the  City  of  Albany,  this 
day  of        ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and 

By  the  Governor. 

Private  Secretari/^ 

(II.)  The  State  of  Pennsylvania. 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  ) 
Executive  Department.  f 

John  F.  Hartranft,  Governor  of  Pennsylvania. 

To  His  ExceUency^  the  Oovemor  of  the  State  of 

Whereas,  it  appears  by  the  annexed  which  authentic  and 
duly  authenticated  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  this  State,  that 
stand  charged  with  the  crime  of  ,  committed  in  the 
county  of  ,  m  this  State,  and  it  has  been  represented  to  me 
that  ha  fled  from  the  justice  of  this  State  and  ha  taken  re- 
fuge in  the  State  of        ; 

Now,  therefore,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
I  do  hereby  request  that  the  said  be  apprehended  and  deliv- 
ered to  ,  who  is  hereby  authorized  to  receive  and  convey 
to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  there  to  be  dealt  with  according  to 
law. 
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In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  caused  the 
great  seal  of  the  State  to  be  affixed,  at  Marrisbur^,  this  day 
of  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 

and 


By  the  Governor. 


Oovemor  of  Pennsyhxmia. 
Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth. 


(III.)  The  State  of  Massaohusbtts. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massaohusbtts,  ) 

To  His  ExceiUency  the  Governor  of 

The  undersigned,  Grovemor  of  the  Oommonwealth  of  Massa- 
chusetts, would  inform  your  Excellency  that  charged  -with 
the  crime  of  (as  will  more  fully  appear  by  the  papers  here- 
unto annexed,  which  I  certify  to  be  authentic),  fugitive  from 
the  justice  of  this  Commonwealth,  and  is  now  supposed  to  be 
within  the  limits  of  the  State  of            ; 


Your  Excellency  is  therefore  requested,  in  conformity  to  the 
Constitution  and  a  law  of  the  United  States,  to  cause  the 
said  to  be  delivered  to  ,  who  appointed  agent  to 

receive  ,  that  he  may  bo  brought  into  this  Commonwealth, 

and  dealt  with  as  to  law  and  justice  may  appertain. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  this  Commonwealth 
to  be  hereunto  affixed,  this  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of 

our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hunared  and  ,  and  of  the 
Independence  of  the  United  States  of  America,  the  one 
hundred  and 

By  His  Excellency  the  Governor. 

Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth. 
53 
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Commonwealth  of  MAsaACHusETra,  ) 

By  His  Excellency  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth. 

To        y  in  said  CammonwedUhy  greeting  : 

Whereas,  application  has  been  made  by  me  to  the  supreme 
Executive  authority  of  the  State  of  for  the  delivery  of  , 
charged  with  the  crime  of  ,  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  this 
Commonwealth,  and  supposed  to  De  within  the  limits  of  the 
State  of         ; 

I  do  hereby,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  in  me  vested^  appoint 
you  the  said  agent,  to  receive  the  said  from  the  Executive 
of  said  State  of  ,  and  to  bring  within  this  Commonwealth, 
that       may  be  dealt  with  as  to  law  and  justice  may  appertain. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  the  Common- 
wealth to  be  hereunto  ailixed,  this  day  of  ,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ,  and 
of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  of  America  the 
one  hundred  and 

By  His  Excellency  the  Governor. 

Secf'eiary  of  the  Conmwnwealthm 

(lY.)  The  State  of  Ohio. 

To  Hie  Excellency  the  Oovemor  of 

I     Whereas,  it  appears  by  the  annexed  papers,  which  are  duly 
authenticated  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  this  State,  that 
stand  charged  by        with  the  crime  of        committed  in  the 

county  of  ,  in  this  State,  and  it  has  been  represented  to  me 
that  he  ha  fled  from  the  justice  of  this  State,  and  taken 
refuge  within  the        of 

Now,  therefore,  pursuant  te  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
I  do  hereby  make  requisition  for  the  apprehension  of  said  fugi- 
tive, and  for  delivery  to  the  agent  of  this  State,  duly 
appointed  and  commissioned  to  receive  and  convey  to  the 
county  aforesaid,  there  to  be  dealt  with  in  accordance  with  law. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name 
and  cauised  the  great  seal  of  the  State  of  Ohio  to  be  affixed, 
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at  Columbus,  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eiglit  hundred  and  eighty  ,  and  in  the  one 
hundred  and  year  of  the  Independence  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

By  the  Govenior. 

Secretary  of  State. 

These  exhibits  are  specimens  of  the  form  of  making  a  requi- 
sition adopted  by  the  executives  of  the  above-named  States  re- 
spectively, together  with  the  form  of  the  commission  given  to  the 
receiving  agent,  who  is  thereby  authorized  to  take  the  fugitive 
into  his  custody,  and  is  also  empowered  by  the  law  of  Congress 
to  transport  him  to  the  demanding  State  or  Territory. 

8.  The  Accompanying  Papers.  —  The  demand  or  requisition, 
though  indispensable,  if  unaccompanied  by  the  proper  papers, 
has  no  legal  force  whatever.  The  Governor  to  whom  it  is  ad- 
dressed has  the  right  to  know  on  what  basis,  and  for  what 
reasons  the  demand  is  made,  and  for  this  purpose  it  is  not  enough 
that  the  demanding  Governor  has  made  a  statement  of  facts, 
unless  that  statement  is  accompanied  with  documentary  evidence 
showing  it  to  be  true.  The  statement  itself  proves  nothing. 
{Ex parts  Thornton^  9  Texas,  635.) 

The  law  of  Congress  provides  for  the  delivery  of  the  alleged 
fugitive  when  the  executive,  making  the  demand,  "  produces  a 
copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  an  affidavit  made  before  a  mag- 
istrate of  any  State  or  Territory,  charging  the  person  demanded 
with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  certified  as  authentic  by  the 
Governor  or  Chief  Magistrate  of  the  State  or  Territory  from 
whence  the  person  so  charged  has  fled." 

This  certified  copy  of  the  charge  of  crime,  in  one  of  the  forms 
mentioned,  is  entirely  distinct  from  the  requisition  of  the  demand- 
ing Governor,  and  must  always  be  produced  in  connection  with 
it.  It  may  or  may  not  be  physically  annexed  to  it.  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  it  is  produced  and  referred  to  as  the  ground  of  the  requi- 
sition and  the  proof  of  the  general  allegations  therein  contained. 
{£mgshurj/*8  Casey  106  Mass.  223.)  The  requisition  need  not 
set  out  the  contents  of  the  copy  in  all  its  details,  but  it  must  con- 
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nect  itself  with  it  in  the  relation  of  evidence  to  show  what  the 
requisition  affirms  in  general  terms. 

The  indictment  or  affldavnt  which  makes  the  charge  of  crime 
must  be  authenticated  to  the  demanding  executive,  as  regularly 
found  in  the  one  case,  or  made  before  a  competent  magistrate  in 
the  other ;  and  when  he  certifies  to  the  authenticity  of  the  copy  of 
the  one  or  the  other,  he  in  legal  effect  certifies  to  the  authenticity 
of  the  indictment  or  affidavit.  His  certificate  conclusively  estab- 
lishes the  legal  character  of  the  paper  for  the  purpose  in  question, 
and  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Governor  to  whom  the  requisition 
IS  addressed  to  regard  the  paper  in  this  light. 

There  can  be  no  constitutional  demand  for  the  extradition  of 
an  accused  party,  unless  he  has  "  fled  "  from  the  demanding  State 
or  Territory  ;  and  hence  the  requisition  for  his  delivery  must  not 
only  declare  this  fact,  but  must  be  accompanied  by  legal  evidence 
to  prove  it.  This  evidence,  if  not  contained  in  the  charge  of 
crime,  must  be  supplied  by  a  duly  authenticated  affidavit  or  affi- 
davits showing  the  fact.  {JachsorCs  Case^  2  Flip.  183.)  The 
mere  declaration  of  such  a  fact  in  the  requisition,  if  unsupported 
by  such  evidence,  is  not  sufficient.  {Ex parte  Smithy  3  McLean, 
121.) 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  also  that  the  legislatures  of  some 
of  the  States  have  prescribed  rules  which  the  Governors  thereof 
are  required  to  observe,  not  only  in  issuing  requisitions,  but  also  in 
acting  upon  requisitions  addressed  to  them  from  the  Governors 
of  other  States  or  Territories.  And,  where  such  rules  are  estab- 
lished as  a  part  of  the  system  of  the  local  law  of  a  State  or  States, 
it  will  be  prudent,  without  reference  to  the  question  of  their  con- 
sistency with  the  law  of  Congress,  to  conform  to  them  when 
addressing  requisitions  to  the  Governors  of  such  States.  The 
probability  is  that  these  Governors  will  feel  themselves  con- 
strained to  follow  the  local  law,  and  decline  to  deliver  up  a  fu- 
gitive criminal  unless  this  law  has  been  complied  with. 

Massachusetts,  for  example,  requires  that  the  demand  upon  the 
Governor  of  that  State,  for  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal, 
shall  be  "  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that  the  party  charged 
is  a  fugitive  from  justice,"  and  that,  when  the  charge  of  crime  is 
in  the  form  of  a  complaint,  the  complaint  shall  be  ^^  accompanied 
by  affidavits  to  the  facts  constituting  the  offense  charged,  by 
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persons  having  actual  knowledge  thereof."  These  are  regulations 
to  be  observed  by  the  Governor  of  that  State,  whether  in  demand- 
ing or  delivering  np  fugitive  criminals ;  and,  in  order  to  make  a 
demand  upon  him  successful,  it  is  necessary  that  the  demanding 
executive  should  comply  with  these  regulations.  (Gen.  Stat,  of 
Mass.,  chap.  177,  §  1.) 

So,  also,  section  96  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio  provides, 
in  addition  to  such  regulations,  that  a  demand  upon  the  Governor 
of  that  State  shall  be  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that  the 
demand  '^  is  made  in  good  faith  for  the  punishment  of  crime,  and 
not  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  a  debt  or  pecuniary  mulct,  or  of 
removing  the  alleged  fugitive  to  a  foreign  jurisdiction  with  a 
view  there  to  serve  him  with  civil  process."  If  the  Governor  of 
Ohio  follows  this  rule,  as  he  doubtless  will,  then  the  evidence,  as 
here  provided  for,  must  be  presented  to  him,  in  order  to  secure 
the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal.  It  was  intended  by  the  leg- 
islature to  operate  as  a  rule  to  govern  his  action.  Indeed,  the 
Governors  of  that  State  had  adopted  the  rule  before  it  was 
enacted  as  formal  law. 

Whatever  policy,  whether  by  executive  or  legislative  authority, 
may  be  adopted  by  the  respective  States  in  delivering  fugitive 
criminals  to  other  States  or  Territories,  should  become  a  rule  of 
practice  in  demanding  them.  There  is  no  power  to  compel  any 
State  to  make  such  a  delivery.  Each  State,  subject  to  the  author- 
ity of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress,  exercises  its  own 
judgment  as  to  what  is  required  by  that  Constitution  and  that  law, 
and  as  to  what  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  observed  by  the 
Governor  thereof,  whether  in  demanding  or  delivering  up  fugi- 
tive criminals.  From  this  judgment  there  is  no  appeal.  It  is 
hence  necessary  for  the  demanding  State,  in  making  the  demand, 
to  conform  its  practice  to  the  rules  established  by  the  State  asked 
to  make  the  delivery. 


423  EZBonrrvB  DSLivitBr. 


CHAPTER  Vm. 

EXKOUnVB  DELIVBBY. 

It  is  not  always  trne  that  requisitions  for  the  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals  are  complied  with,  and  is  doubtless  sometimes  true  that 
they  should  not  be.  Non-compliance,  either  for  good  and  suffi- 
cient reason  or  without  it,  supposes  a  difference  of  judgment  be- 
tween the  executive  demanding  the  accused  party  and  the  execu- 
tive asked  to  deliver  him  up ;  and  out  of  this  difference  sharp 
conflicts  and  controversies  have  sometimes  arisen  between  Govern- 
ors of  States,  with  no  tribunal  established  by  law  to  settle  the 
matter  in  dispute. 

The  point  at  issue  in  such  cases  relates  either  to  the  facts  or  to 
the  construction  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  in  application  to 
the  facts,  or  to  both  taken  together.  The  demanding  executive 
takes  one  view,  and  the  executive  to  whom  the  demand  is  ad- 
dressed does  not  deem  it  correct ;  and  neither  is  able  to  satisfy  the 
other.  Neither  has  any  power  to  control  the  action  of  the  other. 
The  demanding  executive  has  already  acted  in  making  the  demand , 
and  what  the  executive  on  whom  the  demand  is  made  shall  do, 
is  a  question  for  him  to  decide. 

The  design  of  this  chapter  will  be  to  consider  the  various  ques- 
tions that  stand  connected  with  the  executive  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals,  and,  so  far  as  possible,  ascertain  what  is  truth  in  respect 
to  this  branch  of  inter-State  extradition. 

1.  The  Constitution  and  the  Law. —  The  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  declares  that  the  *'  person "  whom  it  describes  — 
namely,  "  a  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  or 
other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  another 
State,"  and  who  shall  be  demanded  by  the  ^^  executive  authority 
of  the  State  from  which  he  fled  " —  "  shaU  *  *  *  fe  ddi/oered  up, 
to  be  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime.'' 

This  language,  though  not  specifying  the  agency  by  which  the 
delivery  shall  be  effected,  is  imperative  as  to  the  obligation  when 
the  conditions  named  exist  in  a  particular  case,  and  is  also  a  part 
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of  ^^  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  and,  hence,  of  every  State. 
The  charge,  the  flight,  and  the  demand  are  the  three  conditions 
named :  and  when  they  exist  there  can  be  no  discretion  as  to 
whether  the  delivery  shall  be  made  or  not.  It  miut  be  made,  or 
the  Constitution  will  be  violated.  All  the  conditions  must  exist, 
not  simply  one  or  two  of  them ;  and  if  they  do  exist,  obedience  is 
imperative.  Such  has  been  the  uniform  doctrine  of  the  courts 
whenever  they  have  had  occasion  to  express  an  opinion  on  the 
subject. 

In  Baits  v.  WUUomia,  17  B.  Monr.  (Ey.)  687,  it  was  held  that 
a  fugitive  criminal  '^can  only  be  delivered  up  upon  the  formal 
requisition  of  the  Governor  of  the  State,  in  compliance  with  the 
constitutional  provision."  No  other  person  can  make  the  requi- 
sition ;  and  when  he  makes  it  in  accordance  with  the  Constitution, 
then  it  must  be  complied  with. 

The  law  of  Congress  enacted  in  1793  (1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large, 
302),  and  reproduced  as  section  5278  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  after  specifying  the  authority  upon  which  the 
demand  shall  be  made  and  the  manner  in  which  the  charge  of  crime 
shall  be  made  and  authenticated,  and  thus  providing  for  the  exe- 
cution of  the  constitutional  provision,  proceeds  to  say  :  '^  It  shaU 
he  the  duty  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to 
which  such  person  has  fled,  to  cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  secured, 
and  to  cause  notice  of  the  arrest  to  be  given  to  the  executive 
authority  making  such  demand,  or  to  the  agent  of  such  authority 
appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be 
delivered  to  such  agent  when  he  shall  appear,"  with  the  provision 
that  ^'  if  no  such  agent  appears  within  six  months  from  the  time  of 
the  arrest  the  prisoner  may  be  discharged,"  and  with  the  further 
provision  that  ^'  all  costs  or  expenses  incurred  in  the  apprehending, 
securing,  and  transporting  such  fugitive  to  the  State  or  Territory 
making  such  demand  shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  Territory." 

The  question  whether  this  law  is  constitutional  was  considered 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  The 
Commomjoealth  of  Pennsyloania^  16  Pet.  639,  and  its  constitu- 
tionality affirmed,  so  far  as  the  giving  of  the  authority  specified  to 
the  Governors  of  States  and  Territories  is  concerned.  There  is  no 
question  in  debate  as  to  the  validity  of  the  law  for  this  purpose. 
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2.  The  Special  Power  Conferred.—  The  Governors  of  States  and 
Territories  in  this  ooantry  possess  no  general  power  of  issaing 
warrants  for  the  arrest  of  persons  on  the  basis  of  criminal  chai^ges. 
This  judicial  function  belongs  to  judicial  magistrates,  and,  in  all 
ordinary  cases,  is  exclusively  performed  by  them. 

The  law  of  Congress,  however,  in  the  cases  described,  and  for  the 
purpose  designated,  attaches  this  function  to  the  gubernatorial  office. 
It  authorizes  the  Governors  of  States  and  Territories  to  cause 
the  accused  party  to  be  seized  and  secured,  which  is  to  be  done 
oy  the  issue  of  a  warrant  for  his  arrest.  Moreover,  in  the  case  of 
State  Governors,  this  authority  is  given  to  a  State  officer  not 
elected  or  appointed  imder  any  authority  which  Congress  is  com- 
petent to  exercise. 

This  special  power  is  conferred,  not  in  direct  terms,  but  by  im- 
posing a  duty,  the  performance  of  which  implies  the  power.  The 
law  of  Congress  says  that  '^  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive 
authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  such  person  has  fled," 
in  the  circumstances  specified,  "  to  cause  him  to  be  seized  and  se- 
cured," and  delivered  up  to  the  demanding  State  or  Territory. 
This  cannot  be  done  without  a  warrant  of  arrest  addressed  to 
some  subordinate  State  or  Territorial  officer,  who  is  to  execute  the 
warrant  by  making  the  arrest  and  taking  the  party  into  his  cus- 
tody, and  holding  him  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  authority 
that  ordered  the  arrest. 

The  Governors  of  States  have  assumed,  and  the  courts  of  this 
country  have  concurred  with  them  in  the  assumption,  that,  al- 
though they  are  State  officers,  and,  in  the  exercise  of  their  ordi- 
nary powers  as  such,  are  limited  to  State  constitutions  and  laws 
as  the  field  of  their  powers  and  duties,  they  are,  nevertheless, 
authorized  to  exercise  this  special  power  given  to  them  by  Con- 
gress, and  that,  too,  without  any  State  legislation  bestowing  it. 
Congress  having  attached  the  power  to  the  office,  and  made  its 
execution,  in  the  cases  described,  one  of  the  duties  thereof,  State 
Governors  have  acted  accordingly,  and  have  never  declined  to  act 
for  want  of  adequate  authority. 

3.  The  Enforcement  of  the  Dnty.  —  The  question  then  arises 
whether  Congress,  having  power  to  prescribe  this  particular  duty 
to  State  Governors,  and,  having  done  so,  also  has  power  to  en- 
force its  performance  by  any  compulsory  process. 
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The  Snpreme  Oonrt  of  the  United  States,  as  already  stated, 
held,  in  Prigg  v.  The  ComniomoecM,  cf  Pemisylvaniaj  16  Pet. 
539,  that  Congress  conld  prescribe  the  dnty  and  give  the  au- 
thority ;  and  the  same  court,  in  Kerducky  v.  Detinisanj  24  How.  66, 
when  asked  to  issue  a  mandamtia  to  compel  the  Governor  of  Ohio 
to  comply  witli  the  requisition  addressed  to  him  by  the  Governor 
of  Kentucky,  with  which  the  former  had  refused  to  comply,  deci- 
ded that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case.  Ohief  Justice  Taney, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said : 

'^  But  looking  at  the  subject-matter  of  this  law,  and  the  rela^ 
tion  which  the  United  States  and  the  several  States  bear  to  each 
other,  the  court  is  of  opinion  the  words  '  it  shall  be  the  duty ' 
were  not  used  as  mandatory  and  compulsory,  but  as  declaratory 
of  the  moral  dnty  which  this  compact  created,  when  Congress  had 
provided  the  mode  of  carrying  it  into  execution.  The  act  does 
not  provide^  any  means  to  compel  the  execution  of  this  duty,  nor 
inflict  any  punishment  for  neglect  or  refusal  on  the  part  of  the 
executive  of  this  State;  nor  is  there  any  clause  or  provision  in 
the  Constitution  which  arms  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
with  the  power.  ♦  ♦  ♦  If  the  Governor  of  Ohio  refuses  to 
discharge  this  duty,  there  is  no  power  delegated  to  the  General 
Government,  either  through  the  judicial  department  or  any  other 
department,  to  use  any  coercive  means  to  compel  him.  And  upon 
this  ground  the  motion  for  a  mandamvs  must  be  overruled." 

So,  also,  in  Taylor  v.  Taintor^  16  Wall.  306,  the  same  court 
said :  '^  In  such  cases  the  Governor  acts  in  his  ofdcial  capacity, 
and  represents  the  sovereignty  of  the  State  in  giving  efficacy  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Congress. 
If  he  refuse,  there  is  no  means  of  compulsion.  *  ^  *  In  the 
event  of  refusal,  the  State  making  the  demand  must  submit. 
There  is  no  alternative." 

These  cases,  especially  the  actual  decision  in  Kentucky  v.  Den- 
niaouj  settle  the  question  that  the  duty  of  delivering  up  fugitive 
criminals,  as  imposed  by  the  act  of  Congress  upon  State  execu- 
tives, is  not  capable  of  enforcement  b;  any  power  of  the  General 
Government.  The  act,  while  giving  the  power  to  perform  the 
duty,  and,  therefore,  a  law  in  this  sense,  is  not  law  at  all  in  the 
sense  of  annexing  any  penalty  to  non-performance,  or  in  the  sense 
of  empowering  any  court  to  compel  the  performance  of  the  duty. 
Whether  a  State  executive  shall  act  in  the  premises  or  not  is  for 
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him  to  determine,  and  that,  too,  with  entire  impunity  to  himself, 
80  far  as  any  compulBion  by  the  Federal  Government  is  concerned. 
This  is  the  precise  state  of  the  case  as  settled  by  the  decision  in 
Kentucky  v.  DewnMon. 

Nor  is  the  case  materially  altered  if  we  tarn  to  State  laws. 
Some  of  the  States  have  enacted  laws,  and  some  have  not,  to  reg- 
ulate the  action  of  their  executives  in  the  premises.  Where  no 
such  laws  are  enacted,  then,  of  course,  the  matter  stands  just 
where  it  does  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

But  where,  on  f^e  other  hand,  there  are  State  laws  on  the  sub- 
ject, thege  laws  cannot  be  enforced  against  the  executive  authority 
by  a  mandamuB  from  the  State  judiciary,  compelling  this  au- 
thority to  do  or  not  to  do  a  specific  thing.  The  executive  au- 
thority is  a  co-equal  and  co-ordinate  branch  of  every  State 
government ;  and  plainly  no  mandamus  will  lie  from  the  State 
judiciary,  which  is  but  another  branch  of  the  same  government,  to 
compel  this  authority  to  perform  duties  assigned  to  it  bylaw.  The 
Governor  of  a  State  is  as  independent  in  his  sphere  as  are  courts 
of  justice  in  their  sphere. 

The  only  way  in  which  State  laws  can  be  enforced  against  the 
executive  authority,  for  any  omission  to  obey  them,  is  by  the 
slow  process  of  impeachment ;  and  this  would  not  directly  rectify 
the  wrong  or  change  the  executive  action,  but  simply  punish  the 
Governor  by  removal  from  office  for  his  misconduct.  If  he  had 
violated  the  State  law  in  delivering  up  a  fugitive  criminal,  or  in 
refusing  to  deliver  him  up,  that  fact  would  stand  unchanged  and 
uncorrected,  notwithstanding  the  impeachment. 

The  legal  result  from  these  premises  is  this :  That,  in  the 
sense  of  mere  official  power  to  act  or  not  to  act,  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  lawB  of  Congress,  and  even  under  State  laws,  the 
executive  of  each  State  is  not,  in  respect  to  the  delivery  of  fugi- 
tive criminals,  controllable  by  any  other  authority.  If  he  refuses 
to  comply  with  a  requisition,  there  is  no  power  in  the  General 
Government,  or  in  the  State  of  which  he  is  the  executive,  or  in 
that  from  which  the  demand  proceeds,  to  compel  him  to  do  other- 
wise, any  more  than  there  is  to  compel  him  to  veto  a  bill  passed 
by  the  legislature,  or  to  grant  a  pardon  to  a  convicted  criminal. 

And  so,  if  the  executive   decides  to  make  a  delivery  upon 
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what  he  deems  a  sufScient  showing  of  the  necessary  facts,  there 
Lb  no  legal  process  that  can  restrain  him  from  issuing  his  warrant 
and  ordering  the  surrender  of  the  accused  party  to  the  demanding 
State.  He  is  by  the  law  of  Congress  the  sole  depositary  of  the 
power.  No  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  filed  anywhere,  or  heard 
anywhere,  for  the  purpose  of  review  or  reversal.  The  law  makes 
no  provision  for  an  appeal  or  a  writ  of  error. 

4.  The  Moral  Obligation  binding  tlie  Exeentive  Antliority. 

—  It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  the  Governor  of  a  State 
is  under  no  moral  obligation  in  the  premises.  Just  the  reverse 
is  the  fact.  A  duty  is  attached  to  his  ofSce  by  the  authority  of 
law,  and  this  law  is  just  as  valid  for  the  purpose  of  imposing  and 
defining  the  duty,  as  it  would  be  if  it  could  be  enforced  against 
him.  When  he  entered  upon  his  office  he  bound  himself  by  the 
solemnities  of  an  oath  to  perform,  to  the  best  of  his  ability,  all 
the  duties  thereof ;  and  one  of  these  duties  is  to  deliver  up  fugi- 
tive criminals  in  the  cases  specified  by  the  Constitution  and  the 
law. 

The  Constitution  says  that,  when  the  proper  conditions  are 
present,  this  delivery  shall  be  made  ;  and  the  law  of  Congress, 
enacted  in  pursuance  thereof,  defines  the  manner  in  which  the 
constitutional  mandate  shall  be  carried  into  effect,  including  the 
agency  for  the  delivery,  and  the  proof  to  be  supplied.  The  rule 
is  imperative.  The  Governor  of  a  State,  in  the  discharge  of 
this  duty,  is  not  a  law-maker  and  an  executive  at  the  same  time. 
He  is  the  latter,  but  not  the  former.  The  law  is  already  made 
for  him,  and  his  business  is  to  apply  and  execute  it  whenever  an 
occasion  calls  for  the  application. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Congress  might  have  established  a 
purely  Federal  agency  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals.  But  inasmuch  as  the  demand  must,  according  to  the 
Constitution,  be  made  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State 
from  which  the  criminal  fled.  Congress  saw  fit  to  assign  the 
duty  of  delivery  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  to  which 
he  flees  and  in  which  he  is  found. 

5.  Tlie  Exercise  of  the  Exeentive  Jndgment.  -  The  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Taylor  v.  Tamtor^  16  Wall. 
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366,  referring  to  the  duty  to  be  performed,  eaid:  ''In  such 
cases  the  Governor  acts  in  his  official  character  and  represents 
the  sovereignty  of  the  State  in  giving  efficacy  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Congress."  The  Governor 
is  the  highest  State  officer  ;  and  when  he  delivers  up  a  fugitive 
criminal,  he  does  it  in  the  name  of  the  State,  and  the  State  in 
effect  does  it  through  him. 

Chief  Justice  Booth,  in  The  State  v.  SoMemniy  4  Harring.  577, 
said :  "  The  right  and  power,  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  1793, 
to  demand,  arrest,  commit  and  surrender  fugitives  from  justice, 
are  exclusively  vested  in  and  confided  to  the  executive  aathor> 
ity  of  the  State  from  which  the  fugitive  has  escaped,  and  that  of 
the  State  where  he  has  taken  refnge."  It  appears  then  that,  in 
the  matter  of  inter-State  extradition,  two  sovereign  States,  pro- 
ceeding imder  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  hold  intercourse 
with  each  other — the  one  in  demanding  the  fugitive  criminal, 
and  the  other  in  delivering  him  up.  This  intercourse  is  con- 
ducted through  their  respective  Governors,  who  are  their  highest 
executive  officers,  and  who  act  in  their  ''  official  character ''  and 
capacity. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  demanding  Governor  has  the  right 
to  exercise  his  judgment  to  the  fullest  extent  in  determining 
when  an  application  is  made  to  him,  whether  he  will  make  a  de- 
mand or  not.  The  case,  at  that  stage  of  its  history,  is  exdnsively 
in  his  hands  ;  and  it  is  for  him  to  decide  whether,  in  view  of  the 
documentary  evidence  submitted  to  him,  the  case  is  a  proper  one 
for  the  issue  of  a  requisition.  He  cannot  decide  this  question 
without  examining  the  papers  and  passing  judgment  upon  their 
charactor  as  to  both  form  and  contents,  considered  with  reference 
to  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  and,  indeed,  without  doing  the 
very  thing  which  a  court  of  justice  would  do  if  considering  the 
same  papers  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus. 

Let  us  then  suppose  that  a  State  Governor,  after  such  in veetiga- 
tion,  makes  a  demand  and  annexes  thereto  the  papers  which  in 
his  judgment  are  sufficient  to  authorize  it,  certifying  to  the  au- 
thenticity of  the  same.  This  officially  completes  the  case  so  &r  as 
he  is  concerned,  and  exhausts  all  his  power  in  the  premises.  Does 
it  complete  the  case  so  far  as  the  Governor  is  concerned  to  whom 
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the  demand  is  addressed  ?  Is  the  latter  absolutely  bound  by  the 
judgment  of  the  former,  so  that,  after  receiving  the  requisition 
and  ascertaining  that  it  is  a  requisition,  he  has  nothing  to  do 
except  to  issue  his  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender  ?  Is  he  merely 
a  miniatericU  officer,  like  a  constable,  marshal  or  sheriff,  com- 
manded  by  a  court  to  serve  a  civil  or  criminal  process,  and  con- 
cerned only  to  find  and  identify  the  person  on  whom  it  is  to  be 
served  ?    This  manifestly  cannot  be  true. 

The  Gk>vemor  of  a  State  to  whom  a  requisition  is  addressed, 
and  by  whom  the  duty  of  delivery  is  to  be  discharged,  if  at  all, 
must,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  before  he  undertakes  to  per- 
f  onn  the  duty,  ascertain  its  existence  as  a  legal  fact.  No  one  can 
settle  this  question  for  him,  and  he  cannot  settle  it  for  himself 
without  passing  judgment  npon  several  matters  of  both  law  and 
fact.  The  opinion  of  courts  in  respect  to  his  duties  are  entitled 
to  the  most  respectful  consideration ;  yet  they  relate  to  the  duties 
of  an  officer  of  Government,  over  whom,  in  respect  to  these  duties, 
the  authors  of  these  opinions  have  absolutely  no  jurisdiction. 
They  are  simply  dicta^  and,  strictly  speaking,  of  no  authority. 

The  Constitution  and  the  law  are  authoritative ;  but  the  opin- 
ions of  judges  as  to  the  duties  of  a  State  Governor  in  a  matter 
exclusively  confided  to  him,  are  entitled  to  such  consideration 
only  as  their  eminent  source  suggests.  If  he  adopts  them  he 
makes  them  his  own  by  adoption.  It  is  the  executive  judgment 
that  is  to  rule  the  executive  action  in  regard  to  a  question  that 
belongs  exclusively  to  the  executive  office.  There  is  no  other 
judgment  that  can  authoritatively  rule  that  judgment. 

A  court  of  justice,  when  proceeding  by  habeas  corpus  in  an 
extradition  case,  simply  inquires  whether  the  arrest  is  legal ;  and 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  this  question  it  examines  the  facts 
and  applies  the  law  to  them.  This  is  precisely  what  a  Governor 
does  or  should  do  before  he  issues  his  warrant  of  arrest  and  de- 
livery. The  law  is  the  same  in  both  cases,  and  so  the  facts,  with 
the  exception  of  the  Governor's  warrant  of  arrest,  are  the  same. 
The  court  is  not  dealing  with  one  case,  and  the  Governor  with 
another.  The  law  is  to  rule  the  Governor  and  the  court  alike, 
and  the  only  question  for  either  to  detennine  is  this :  What  does 
the  law  require  in  application  to  the  facts  as  presented !  The 
Governor  has  just  as  much  right  to  consider  and  answer  this 
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qaestion  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  discharging  his  duty 
as  has  a  court  of  justice  for  the  purpose  of  dischai^ng  its  datj. 
Though  not  a  judicial  officer  in  the  general  sense,  he  must,  in  this 
case,  bj  the  verj  nature  and  terms  of  the  duty  assigned  to  him, 
perform  at  least  a  ^t^o^'-judicial  function. 

Judge  Gilbert,  in  The  People^  ex  rd.  Draper ^  v.  PinJeertan^ 
17  Hun,  199,  said :  "  The  duty  of  the  Governor  of  this  State  to 
issue  the  rendition  warrant  was  imperative.  Having  performed 
the  ^t^oM- judicial  function  of  determining  that  the  act  of  Congress 
had  been  complied  with  by  the  Governor  of  Massachusetts,  the 
remaining  part  of  his  duty  was  ministerial  only."  Precisely  so. 
The  "ministerial"  duty  of  issuing  the  warrant  was  in  order  after 
the  examination  of  the  case,  and  ascertaining  that  it  came  within 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law ;  and  this,  to  aav 
the  very  least,  was  a  ^t^a^i- judicial  function. 

Chief  Justice  Taney,  in  Kentucky  v.  Denmeon^  S4  How.  66, 
spoke  of  the  Governor's  duty  as  merely  "  ministerial,"  like  that 
of  a  sheriff  or  marshal  in  serving  a  process,  "  when  the  demand  is 
made  upon  him  and  the  requisite  evidence  is  produced."  He  added : 
*'The  Governor  has  only  to  issue  his  warrant  to  tlie  agent  or 
officer  to  arrest  the  party  named  in  the  demand." 

This  "  requisite  evidence,"  to  which  reference  was  made,  liap- 
pens  to  be  a  very  important  item  in  the  case.  The  question  in 
each  case  of  a  demand  is  whether  such  evidence  has  been  pro* 
duced  ;  and,  before  the  "  ministerial "  duty  is  in  order,  this  ques- 
tion must  be  decided.  Who  shall  decide  it  ?  Plainly,  the  Gover- 
nor who  is  to  perform  the  duty,  and  that,  too,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  own  judgment  upon  the  law  and  the  facts.  The  demanding 
executive  cannot  decide  it  for  him,  and  no  court  can  decide  it  for 
him. 

If  Chief  Justice  Taney  meant  that  the  duty  is  so  purely  "  min- 
isterial "  that  the  executive  has  no  right  to  exercise  his  own  judg- 
ment upon  the  questions  of  law  and  fact  that  necessarily  arise  in 
every  case,  or  to  be  governed  by  that  judgment,  then  the  opinion 
is  clearly  not  correct,  and  not  according  to  the  uniform  practice  of 
State  Governors.  There  is  a  very  wide  difference  between  the 
duty  of  a  marshal  or  a  sheriff  required  by  a  court  to  serve  a  pro- 
cess, civil  or  criminal,  upon  the  person  nam^d  in  it,  and  the  doty 
of  ;i  Governor  who  is  requested  to  deliver  up  a  fugitive  criminal. 
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In  the  former  case  there  are  no  questions  of  law  to  be  passed 
upon,  and,  indeed,  nothing  to  be  done  but  to  find  the  right  man 
and  serve  the  process.  The  oflScer  does  not  issue  the  warrant  he 
executes.  But,  in  the  latter  case,  there  are  several  very  vital 
questions  of  law,  considered  in  application  to  the  case  before 
him,  upon  which  the  Governor  must  pass  judgment,  or,  in  the 
failure  to  do  so,  take  a  leap  into  the  dark.  He  is  addressed  as 
the  executive  head  of  a  State,  and  facts  are  presented  to  him  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that,  under  the  Constitution  and  the  law, 
he  ought  to  make  the  delivery.  Whether  he  ought  to  do  so  is 
just  the  question  which  he  ought  to  consider,  has  a  right  to  con- 
sider and  must  consider,  in  view  of  the  whole  case  submitted  to 
him  as  one  of  law  and  fact.  He  has  more  to  do  than  simply 
''  issue  liis  warrant  to  an  agent  or  ofiScer  to  arrest  the  party  named 
in  the  demand."  Before  he  does  this  he  must  decide  that  the 
warrant  ought  to  be  issued ;  and  here  there  is  no  analogy  between 
his  duty  and  that  of  a  mere  marshal  or  sheriff  ordered  to  serve  a 
process. 

The  real  analogy  is  between  a  Governor  in  determining  whether 
he  will  or  will  not  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest,  and  a  court  of  justice 
in  determining,  upon  habeas  corpus^  whether  the  warrant,  if  one 
has  been  issued,  was  issued  in  conformity  with  law.  The  inquiry 
in  both  cases  is  one  of  law  and  fact ;  and  this  is  just  as  proper 
an  inquiry  for  a  Governor  to  consider  and  determine,  before  he 
issues  his  warrant  of  arrest,  as  it  is  for  a  court  to  consider  and 
determine,  on  habeas  corpus^  after  a  warrant  has  been  issued,  and 
is  called  in  question  as  to  its  legality. 

6.  The  Questions  to  be  Considered.  — The  general  question  to 
be  considered  and  determined,  in  the  case  of  every  requisition,  is 
whether  the  requisition  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  law.  This  includes  the  following  specific  ques- 
tions: 

(1.)  The  first  question  relates  to  the  genuineness  of  the  papers, 
and  involves  the  inquiry  whether  they  are  what  they  purport  to 
be,  or  simply  forgeries,  and  hence  of  no  legal  effect.  If  the 
papers  bear  the  prima  fade  evidence  of  genuineness,  and  are 
transmitted  to  the  Governor  through  the  mail,  or  by  a  special 
messenger  duly  authorized,  this  will  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose 
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of  cognizance  and  action.  The  Governor  would  take  official 
notice  of  them  as  genuine  papers^  in  the  absence  of  any  reason 
for  supposing  otherwise. 

(2.)  The  next  question  relates  to  the  legal  character  of  the 
papers.  Are  they  duly  executed?  Is  the  copy  of  the  indict- 
ment or  affidavit  certified  as  authentic  by  the  demanding 
executive,  and  is  it  annexed  to  the  demand,  or,  if  not,  does  it 
accompany  the  demand,  and  is  it  produced  with  it,  and  is  it  re- 
ferred to  in  the  demand  i  Is  the  indictment  such  in  point  of  fact 
upon  its  face,  if  this  be  the  form  of  the  charge,  or  if  the  charge 
be  by  affidavit,  does  it  appear  to  be  made  before  a  magistrate  I 
Does  the  requisition  set  forth,  in  general  terms,  the  necessary 
facts?  These  are  the  pertinent  questions  for  the  Governor  to  con- 
sider. 

(3.)  The  third  question  is  a  very  vital  one.  Does  the  certified 
copy  of  an  indictment  or  affidavit  charge  a  crime  against  the 
party  demanded  as  having  been  committed  by  liim  in  the  de- 
manding State  or  Territory?  This  question  was  considered  in 
chapter  Y  of  Part  II,  and  to  that  chapter  the  reader  is  referred. 

(4.)  The  fourth  question  is  whether  the  party  chaiged  with 
crime  is  demanded  as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  demand- 
ing State  or  Territory,  and  whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to 
show  that  the  party  has  fled  from  snch  State  or  Territory  and  is 
to  be  found  in  the  State  or  Territory  on  which  the  demand  is 
made.  Tliis  question  was  considered  at  large  in  chapter  VI  of 
Part  II,  and  to  that  chapter  the  reader  is  referred. 

Such,  then,  are  tlie  questions  which  are  raised  by  a  requisition 
made  by  the  Governor  of  a  State  or  Territory  upon  the  Governor 
of  another  State  or  Territory,  and  upon  which  the  latter  Gover- 
nor must  pass  judgment,  in  order  to  determine  what  is  his  duty 
in  the  premises.  If  the  papers  are  genuine  and  legal  in  their 
character ;  if  they  charge  a  crime  against  the  laws  of  the  demand- 
ing State  or  Territory  as  having  been  committed  by  the  partv 
demanded,  and  if  it  is  shown  that  this  party  is  a  fugitive  from 
justice  and  is  to  be  found  in  the  State  or  Territoiy  to  which  the 
demand  is  addressed,  then  the  duty  of  causing  him  to  be 
arrested  and  delivered  up  is  imperative.  No  Governor  can  have 
any  discretion  that  releases  him  from  the  performance  of  this 
duty,  provided  the  party  is  at  large  and  not  arrested  and  held 
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under  a  civil  or  criminal  procesa  in  the  State  or  Teiritory  to 
which  the  demand  is  addressed. 

The  Saprame  Court  of  Ohio^  in  Warh  r.  CovingHmj  34  Ohio 
St  64,  held  that,  ^^  if  the  Governor  of  one  State  makes  a  requisition 
on  the  Governor  of  another  State  for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  and  the  case  is  shown  to  be  within  the  proviuons  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  act  ol  Congress  on 
the  subject,  no  discretion  is  vested  in  the  latter  Governor^  but  it 
is  hia  imperative  duty  to  issue  his  wamnt  of  extradition.'' 

The  Supreme  Court  o£  Georgia,  in  Johnston  v.  jReiUy^  18  Gk. 
98,  held  as  follows : 

"  When  a  demand  is  made  by  the  Elxecutive  officer  of  one  State 
for  a  fugitive  from  justice  who  has  taken  refuge  in  another  State, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  a  copy  of  the  indictment  found,  or  the  affidavit  made, 
as  provided  by  the  act  of  1793,  shall  be  produced  and  duly  authen- 
ticated, as  required  by  the  act,  charging  the  person  so  demanded 
with  having^  committed  a  crime  against  the  laws  of  the  State 
from  which  he  fled,  tlie  Executive  officer  of  the  State  upon  wliom 
the  demand  is  made  for  the  surrender  of  such  fugitive,  must  be 
governed  by  the  record  produced ;  he  has  no  authority  to  make 
any  addition  to  it,  or  to  look  behind  the  indictment  or  affidavit, 
and  inquire  whether  by  the  laws  of  his  own  State,  the  fitcts  charged 
therein  would  constitute  a  criminal  offense ;  but  it  is  made  nis 
imperative  dtUi/y  under  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  which  he 
has  sworn  to  support,  to  surrender  up  such  fugitive  to  the  author- 
ities of  the  State  whose  laws  have  oeen  violated,  havfng^  juris- 
diction of  the  crime/' 

The  doctrine  of  thecoiu-tB  has  uniformly  been  that,  when  the 
prescribed  conditions  are  supplied,,  the  duty  of  surrender  is  im- 
perative, and  the  arrest  of  the  party  is  legal.  {The  Stoite  v. 
Buzine,  4  Har.  572 ;  The  StaU  v.  Schlemm^  id.  577 ;  NichoUe 
V.  CameliuB,  7  Ind.  611;  Ee  paHe  Pfitzer^  28  id.  440;  and 
The  Matter  (^  Clarke  9  Wend  212.) 

The  Governors  of  States  have  generally  recognized  the  correct- 
ness of  this  principle.  Differences  among  them  have  usually 
related  to  the  constniction  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  or 
the  question  of  fact  whether  all  the  prescribed  conditions  were 
present  in  a  given  case.  Governor  Seward,  for  example,  in  his 
correspondence  with  the  Governor  of  Virginia,  did  not  deny  the 
55 
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duty  of  delivering  up  the  accased  party  if  all  the  legal  conditions 
were  shown  to  exist.  Yet  he  so  construed  the  law  as  to  hold  that 
the  duty  did  not  exist  in  the  case  that  was  presented  to  him.  He 
maintained  that  the  law  applied  only  to  offenses  that  were  crimes 
in  the  State  on  which  the  demand  was  made,  as  well  as  in  the 
State  making  the  demand.  This  was  a  false  position,  but  it  was 
no  refusal  to  perform  an  admitted  duty. 

Governor  Rice,  of  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of  Kimpton^  while 
not  pretending  that  there  was  any  defect  in  the  requisition  made 
by  the  Governor  of  South  Carolina,  or  in  the  accompanying 
papers,  refused  to  comply  with  the  requisition  on  the  ground  that, 
in  his  judgment,  the  object  in  procuring  the  indictment  ^^  does 
not  appear  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  trying  Kimpton  for  the  crime 
charged  against  him,  but  for  a  different  purpose."  {New  York 
Timesy  August  81,  1878.) 

This,  in  effect,  charged  South  Carolina  with  fraud  as  to  the 
motives  of  the  indictment  and  prosecution,  and  made  Governor 
Kice's  opinion  in  respect  to  these  motives  a  rule  of  law  for  his 
action.  Was  he  justified  in  assuming  this  fraudulent  inteation, 
and  then,  on  this  basis,  refusing  to  comply  with  the  law  of  Con- 
gress ?  The  proper  answer  to  this  question  is  in  the  negative.  He 
had  no  right  to  impeach  or  assail  the  verity  of  the  authenticated 
reciord  before  him  on  the  ground  that  the  prosecution  was  inspired 
by  improper  motives,  or  had  an  object  different  from  the  one  that 
was  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  papers.  The  existence  and  validity 
of  the  requisition  being  admitted,  then  its  averments  are  not  to 
be  disputed. 

On  this  point  Mr.  Wharton  remarks :  ^^  A  requisition  can  no 
more  be  impeached  on  the  ground  that  improper  collateral  motives 
co-operated  in  obtaining  it,  than  can  a  judgment  of  a  sister  State 
be  impeached  on  the  same  grounds.  If  there  was  jurisdiction,  if 
the  Governor  in  the  one  case,  or  the  judgment  court  in  the  other, 
were  not  fraudulently  imposed  upon,  then  the  averments  of  the 
record  in  either  cannot  be  assailed  in  the  State  in  which  execution 
is  sought."     (Wharton's  Crim.  Plead.  &  Pr.  [8th  ed.],  §  34.) 

It  is  due  to  candor  to  say  that  a  different  opinion  in  regard  to 
the  case  of  Kimpton  was  expressed  in  the  first  edition  of  this 
work.  The  author,  however,  having  carefully  examined  that 
opinion,  has  seen  what  he  deems  a  good  reason  for  changing  it 
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It  could  not  hare  been  the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  Governor 
of  a  State,  on  whom  the  demand  is  made,  should  be  permitted  to 
deny  or  assail  the  legal  efficacy  of  a  duly  aatbenticated  record. 
That  record  in  its  recitals  must  be  taken  as  true  and  entitled  to 
^'  full  faith  and  credit ; "  and  if  the  recitals  be  in  conformity  with 
the  law,  then  they  are  sufficient  to  establish  the  duty  which  the 
law  imposes.  There  can  be  no  reserved  right  of  discretion  adverse 
to  the  performance  of  a  duty  thus  established. 

7.  The  Executiye  Warrant.— The  direction  of  the  law  is  that 
the  executive  authority,  when  the  proper  conditions  are  supplied, 
shall  cause  the  accused  party  ^'  to  be  arrested  and  secured,  and 
cause  notice  of  the  arrest  to  be  given  to  the  executive  authority 
making  such  demand,  or  to  the  agent  of  such  authority  appointed 
to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  delivered  to 
such  agent  when  he  shall  appear." 

This  direction  is  qualified  by  two  provisions.  One  is  that  "  if 
no  such  agent  appears  within  six  months  from  the  time  of  the 
arrest,  the  prisoner  may  be  discharged."  The  other  is  that  ^^  all 
costs  or  expenses  incurred  in  the  apprehending,  securing  and 
transmitting  such  fugitive  to  the  State  or  Territory  making  such 
demand,  shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  Territory." 

The  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  on  which  the 
demand  is  made,  carries  the  direction  of  the  law  into  effect  by 
issuing  a  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender.  The  following  forms 
are  examples  of  such  warrants: 

(I.)  The  State  of  New  Tobk. 

State  of  New  York,         ) 
Executive  Chamber,  f 

The  Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York, 

To  the  Sheriff^  of  the  County  of  ,  and  the  Sheriffij  Con- 

stables j  and  other  Peace  Officers  of  the  several  Counties  in  the 
said  State: 

Whereas,  it  has  been  represented  to  me  by  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  ,  that  stand  charged  with  the  crime  of  ,  com- 
mitted in  the  county  of  ,  in  said  State,  and  that  ha  fled 
from  justice  in  that  State,  and  ha  taken  refuge  in  the  State  of 
New  I^ork;  and  the  said  Governor  of  having,  in  pursuance  of 
the  Oonstitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  demanded  of  me 
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that,  I  shall  canse  the  said        to  be  arrested  and  delivered  to       y 
!  who  is  duly  authorized  to  receive        into  his  custody,  and  convey 

I  back  to  the  said  State  of        ; 

And  whereas,  the  said  representation  and  demand  is  accom- 
panied  by  ,  whereby  the  said  ,  charged  with  the  said  crime, 
and  with  heaving  fled  from  said  State,  and  taken  refuge  in  the  State 
of  New  York,  which  certified  by  t}ie  said  Governor  of  , 
to  be  duly  authenticated ; 

You  are,  therefore,  required  to  arrest  and  secure  the  said       , 
wherever        may  be  found  within  tl^e  State,  and  to  deliver 
into  the  custody  of  the  said        ,  to  be  taken  back  to  the  said  State 
from  which        fled,  pursuant  to  the  said  requisition. 

Given,  under  my  hand,  and  the  privy  seal  of  the  State,  at  the 
City  of  Albany,  this  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy- 

By  the  Governor. 

PHvcUe'Secretary. 

(n.)  Thb  Statb  of  Pennsylvania. 

Thb  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  ) 
ExBotrriVB  Department.  ) 

The  Governor  of  Pennsylvania, 

To  ,  Sherif  of  Couiityy  or  cmy  other  officer  autfumsed 
hy  law  to  execute  warrant  ; 

Whereas,  it  has  been  represented  to  me  by  His  Excellencv  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  ,  that  ha  fled  from  justice  in 
that  State,  and  taken  refuge  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the 
said  Governor  having,  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States,  demanded,  of  me  that  I  shaU  cause  the  said 
to  be  arrested  and  delivered  to  ,  who  is  didy  authorized 
to  receive  and  convey  back  to  the  State  of  ,  there  to  be 
dealt  with  according  to  law  ; 

And  whereas,  the  said  representation  and  demapd  is  accom- 
panied by  a  copy  of  the  aforesaid,  which  is  certifi^  as 
authentic  by  the  said  Governor,  and  is  now  on  file  in  thQ  office 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth ; 

You.  are,  therefore,  authorized  and  required  to  execute  this 
warrant  in  accordance  with  the  act  of  the  General  Assembly  en- 
titled *^  An  act  to  re^^ulate  proceedings  under  requisitions  upon 
the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealtli  for  the  apprehension  of 
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fugitives  from  justice,"  approved  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  May, 
Anno  Domini  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-eight,  and 
after  the  hearing  therein  directed,  to  deliver  the  said  into 

the  custody  of  the  said  ,  to  be  taken  back  to  the  State  f  rem 

which  fled,  pursuant  to  said  requisition. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  the  great  seal  of  the  State,  at  Harris- 
burg,  this  day  of  ,  in  the  yearof  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundr^  and  seventy- 

By  the  Grovemor. 

Governor  of  Pennsylvania. 

Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth. 

.  (III.)  The  State  of  Massaghusetts. 

The  Shebhtf^s  WarbAkt. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massaohusetts.  ) 

His  Excellency  Governor  of  the  Conmionw^ealth, 

To  the  Sherijl  or  to  either  of  Deputies: 

Whereas,  application  has  been  made  to  me  by  the  supreme 
executive  autnority  of  the  State  of  for  the  delivery  of 

chai^ged  with  the  crime  of  ,  and  represented  to  be  fugitive 
from  the  justice  of  said  State  of  ,  and  now        in  said        , 

and  1  am  satisfied  that  the  demand  is  conformable  to  law,  and 
ought  to  be  complied  with ; 

1  do,  therefore,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  in  me  vested  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  of  this  Common- 
wealthy  by  this  my  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  authorize, 
empower,  and  direct  you  to  seize  and  detain  the  said  ,  and, 

after  having  given        due  notice  of  the  demand  made  for 
surrender,  and  an  opportunity  to  apply  for  a  >^rit  ot  Ac^beas  corptM^ 
if  shall  claim  such  right  of  you,  to  transport  to  the  line  of 

this  Commonwealth  the  said  ,  and  there  deliver        over  to 

,  who  has  been  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
an  agent  to  detaiand  and  receive      ;  and  this  warrant  you  are 
to  serve  at  the  expense  of  the  said  ;  and  I  do  hereby 

require  all  civil  oiScers  within  this  State  to  afford  all  needful 
assistance  in  the  execution  of  this  warrant ;  and  of  your  doings 
in  the  premises  you  will  make  due  return  to  this  i)epartment 
within  thirty  days  of  the  date  hereof,  after  which  this  warrant  is 
to  become  void. 
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In  witness  whereof,  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  the  said  Com- 
monwealth to  be  hereunto  atfixed,  this  day  of  ,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ,  and 

of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  the  one  hundred 
and 

By  his  Excellency  the  Governor. 

Secretary  ofihe  CommonweaUk. 

Wabrant  of  the  Forexgn  Aobnt. 

oomhomwbalth  of  massachusetts.  ) 

His  Excellency,  Qovemor  of  the  Oommonwealth, 

To        ,  greeting: 

Whereas,  application  has  been  made  to  me  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  for  the  delivery  of  ,  charged  with  the  crime 
of  ,  represented  to  be  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  supposed 

to  be  now  within  the  limits  of  this  Commonwealth ;  and  wnereas, 
it  appears,  from  documents  exhibited  to  me,  and  ^especially  an 
executive  warrant  under  the  seal  of  the  State  of  ,  and 

dated  ,  that  you  the  said  have  been  duly  appointed  by 

the  supreme  executive  authority  of  the  State  of  to  receive 

from  tiie  authority  of  this  Commonwealth  the  said  fugitive,  and 
him  to  convey  to  the  said  State  of  ; 

I  do,  therefore,  hereby,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  lavro  of  the  United  States,and  of  this  Commonwealth, 
authorize  you,  the  said  ,  to  receive  the  said  into  vour 

custody  at  the  line  of  this  Commonwealth  from*8uch  officer  of  this 
Commonwealth  as  may  be  dulv  authorized  to  deliver  him  to  yon, 
and  him  tlie  said  you  are  nereby  directed  to  convey  to  tlie 
State  of  ,  there  to  be  dealt  with  as  to  law  and  justice  may  ap- 
pertain ;  all  which  is  to  be  without  charge  or  expense  to  the  said 
Commonwealth;  and  of  your  doings  in  the  premises  you  will  make 
due  return  to  this  Department  within  thirty  da^s  of  the  date 
hereof,  after  which  this  warrant  is  to  become  void. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  the  CommonwealJi 
to  be  hereunto  affixed,  this  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of 

our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-  ,  and 
of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  of  America,  the 
one  hundred  and 

By  his  Excellency  the  Governor. 

Secretary  of  the  CommcnweaUh. 
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(IV.)  Thb  Statb  of  Ohio. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  County  : 

Whereas,  reqaiBition  has  been  made  upon  me  by  the  Oovemor 

of  the  State  of  for  the  extradition  of  alleged  fugitive 

from  the  jastice  of  said  State  of  ,  charged  with  the  crime  of 

as  apuears  b^  a  copy  of  ,  duly  authenticated,  and 

attached  to  the  requisition  aforesaid ; 

Therefore,  I  do  hereby  command  you  forthwith  to  arrest  the 
said  and  bring  before  any  Judge  of  the  Court  of 

Common  Pleas  of  this  State  in  whose  district  or  jurisdiction 
may  be  found,  to  be  examined  upon  said  charge,  and  otherwise 
dealt  with  as  provided  by  law ;  and,  on  this  warrant,  if  so  directed 
by  such  Judge,  to  deliver  to  the  agent  appointed  by 

the  Governor  of  the  State  of  to  receive         ;  and  of  this 

warrant,  with  your  proceedings  thereunder,  make    due  return 
according  to  law. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name,  and 
caused  the  great  seal  of  the  State  of  Ohio  to  be  affixed,  at 
Columbus,  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 

one  thousand  eight  hunared  and  eighty-  ,  and  in  the 

one  hundred  and         year   of   the    Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 


By  the  Governor. 


Seoretary  of  State. 


It  will  be  observed  that  the  executive  warrant,  in  each  of 
these  forms,  being  a  special  warrant,  and  resting  for  its  validity 
on  the  law  of  Congress,  is  so  worded  as  to  show  its  validity  upon 
its  face.  It  hence  contains  the  recitals  specified  by  the  law  as  the 
conditions  of  the  authority  to  issue  it.  Without  these  recitals  it 
would  have  no  legal  validity.  It  is  a  general  principle  of  law 
that  every  process  of  arrest  must  be  legally  sufficient  on  its  face. 
{Jackson's  Caae^  2  Flip.  183.) 

The  actual  arrest  is  made  by  a  subordinate  officer  of  the  State, 
acting  under  the  authority  of  the  Governor;  and  the  warrant  in- 
cludes the  power  of  making  the  arrest  and  delivering  the  fugitive 
to  the  agent  of  the  State  or  Territory  duly  authorized  to  receive 
him,  who  must,  vrithin  six  months  from  the  time  of  the  arrest, 
appear  for  this  purpose,  or  the  prisoner  may  be  discharged. 
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The  local  law  iu  gome  StateB  re^aireg  limt  before  the  party  is 
actually  delivered  up  for  removal  to  another  State  or  Tendtoiy, 
he  shall  hav«  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  test  the  legality  of  his 
ajrest  by  a  proceeding  jn  habeas  corpvA.  This,  while  not  ineon- 
jsistent  with  the  law  of  Congress,  is  a  very  proper  provision  in 
the  interests  of  liberty,  and  as  a  proteetion  to  legal  rights. 

8.  Executive  Be-hearing  nod  Revocation. — The  Governor 
of  a  State,  after  issuing  his  warrant,  and  after  the  arrest  of  the 
party  demanded,  and  prior  to  his  delivery  and  actual  removal 
from  the  State,  may,  if  he  shall  see  fit,  grant  a  re-hearing  of  the 
case,  and  revoke  tfaa  warrant.  He  is  not  precluded  from  so  doing 
by  the  mere  fact  that  he  has  issued  the  warrant,  and  that  it  has 
been  served  by  the  arrest  of  the  party.  On  this  point  Governor 
Fairfield  said : 

*^  There  being  no  question  in  my  mind  in  regard  to  the  power 
to  recall  the  warrant  which  has  been  issued. in  this  case,  should 
circumstances  justify  it,  I  acceded  readily  to  an  application  for  a 
hearing  of  the  parties^  inasmuch  as  the  first  exammation  was,  as 
such  cases  must  generally  be,  ex  parte^  and  because  notice  to  the 
accused  cannot  now  cause  what  at  first  it  might  have  induced,  the 
escape  of  the  prisoners."    (24  Amer.  Jurist,  226,) 

Governor  Cullom,  of  Illinois,  took  the  same  view  in  the  case 
of  Gaffigan  v.  Merrick^  and  coming  to  the  conclusion  in  the  light 
of  the  evidence  submitted  to  him  that  these  parties  were  not  fugi- 
tives from  justice,  he  recalled  his  warrant,  and  ordered  them  to 
be  discharged.    (Gov.  Cullom's  Opinion.) 

The  validity  and  legal  effect  of  such  an  order  were  considered 
by  the  Criminal  Court  of  Cook  county  in  Illinois,  in  the  case  of 
James  Ca/rrM.  Carroll,  after  being  delivered  into  the  cnstodj 
of  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Nebraska,  and  before  bis  actual 
removal  from  the  State  of  Illinois,  was  brought  before  the  oonrt 
by  a  writ  of  hdheaa  corpuSy  and,  while  the  hearing  of  the  case 
was  pending,  the  Governor  of  Illinois  revoked  his  warrant,  and 
sent  the  revocation  to  the  court  under  the  seal  of  tho  State- 
(Chicago  Legal  News^  September  38, 1878.) 

Judge  Rogers  held  in  this  case  that  if  the  Governor  had  power 
thus  to  revoke  his  warrant,  then  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  be 
discharged ;  and  he  further  held  that  the  Governor  had  this  power, 
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and  on  this  ground  discharged  tlie  prisoner.  The  theory  upon 
which  Judge  Rogers  based  this  ruling  is  that  the  function  of 
ordering  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals  is  exclu- 
sively committed  to  the  Governor  of  the  State  or  Territory  to 
which  they  have  fled ;  that  this  function  on  his  part  is  not  so 
purely  ministerial  as  to  preclude  the  exercise  of  his  judgment 
upon  the  facts  presented  to  him ;  that  if  he  shall  seasonably  dis- 
cover that  he  has  made  a  mistake  in  the  issue  of  his  warrant,  or 
that  he  has  been  deceived  by  any  false  pretenses  in  the  case,  he 
has  the  right  to  "  annul  and  revoke  "  his  own  order ;  and  that 
such  a  revocation  would  at  once  be  a  legal  reason  for  discharging 
the  prisoner,  since  there  would  be  no  authority  for  thereafter 
holding  him  in  custody. 

In  Work  v.  Covin^^an,  34  Ohio  St.  64,  it  appeared  that  a  war* 
rant  issued  by  Grovemor  Hayes,  of  Ohio,  under  which  an  arrest 
was  made,  was  revoked  by  Gov^nor  Young,  his  successor  in 
office ;  and  the  mam  question  before  the  court  was  whether  this 
revocation  was  valid.  In  regard  to  this  point  th«  coilrt  held  as 
follows :  1.  That  ^^  if  a  warrant  for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive 
from  justice  is  obtained  in  a  case  in  which  it  should  not  have  been 
issued,  the  Governor  may  revoke  it,  whether  issued  by  himself  or 
his  predecessor."  2.  That  '^  where  such  warrant  has  been  re- 
voked by  the  Governor,  no  inquiry  will  be  made  in  a  proceeding 
on  habeas  carpus^  in  behalf  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  as  to  the 
grounds  of  such  revocation,  although  at  the  time  of  the  revoca- 
tion the  fugitive  may  have  been  in  custody  of  the  agent  of  the 
demanding  State.'' 

Judge  Okey,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  Fbe  court  in  this 
case,  said :  "  It  appears  from  the  abstract  of  the  records  in  the 
Executive  Department,  and  the  case  in  7  Law  Bep.  386,  that 
Governors  Thomas  W.  Bartley,  S.  P.  Chase,  John  Brough,  J. 
D.  Cox,  R  B.  Hayes,  William  Allen  and  Thomas  L.  Young,  each 
in  some  form  or  another,  revoked  a  warrant  of  extradition,  and 
some  of  them  exercised  that  authority  repeatedly ;  and  it  is  well 
known  that  other  Governors  of  this  and  other  States  have  often 
exercised  the  same  power.' ' 

The  theory  upon  which  the  assumption  of  this  power  rests  is 
based  upon  the  fact  that  the  law  makes  the  Governor  of  a  State 
or  Territory,  to  whom  a  requisition  is  addressed,  the  sole  judge 
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as  to  the  question  whether,  in  thecircumstanoes  presented  to  him, 
the  case  exists  whicli,  according  to  law,  requires  the  arrest  and 
surrender  of  the  accused  partj.  If  so,  then  until  that  party  has 
been  actually  removed  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  or 
Territory,  the  right  and  power  of  the  Governor  to  exercise  his 
judgment  continue.  They  are  not  exhausted  or  extinguished  by 
his  action  so  long  as  the  party  remains  within  his  jurisdiction. 
He  may  correct  his  own  errors  if  he  does  so  seasonably.  Being 
the  sole  authority  for  the  issue  of  the  warrant,  he  has  power  to 
cancel  it.  This  would  seem  to  be  a  just  and  reasonable  view  of 
the  question. 

0.  Conflict  of  jurisdiction.  It  may  be  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  State  or  Territory,  from  which  the  fugitive  criminal  is 
demanded,  has  already  attached  to  him  by  arrest  in  a  civil  action 
or  for  an  offense  committed  therein  ;  and  in  such  an  event  tlie 
question  would  arise  whether  this  jurisdiction  is  displaced  and 
superseded  by  the  demand  for  his  delivery,  or  whether  its  opera- 
tion should  be  completed  before  a  compliance  therewith.  The 
law  does  not,  in  express  terms,  make  any  provision  for  such  a 
case  ;  yet  it  has  been  so  construed  by  courts  as  to  make  this  case 
an  exception  to  the  direct  and  absolute  duty  of  delivery. 

In  The  State  v.  AUen^  2  Humph.  258,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Tennessee  said :  "  By  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  the  Governor  of  Alabama  had  the  right  to  demand  Allen^ 
and  the  Governor  of  Tennessee  had  the  power  to  give  him  up. 
Indeed,  it  would  have  been  his  imperative  duty  to  have  done  so, 
if  he  had  not  rendered  himself,  by  the  commission  of  crime, 
amenable  to  our  criminal  laws.  This  would  have  justified  the 
Governor  of  Tennessee  in  detaining  him  till  he  had  made  satis- 
faction therefor." 

The  same  question  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
Jersey  in  The  Matter  of  Troutmany  4  Zabr.  634.  Troutman  who 
was  held  under  a  capias  ad  respondendum  in  a  civil  action,  was 
brought  before  the  court  by  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpuSy  in  order 
that,  being  discharged  from  detention  by  the  civil  process,  he 
might  be  delivered  up  by  the  Governor  of  New  Jersey  in  response 
to  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania.  The  ooort 
declined  to  discharge  him  for  this  purpose.  The  doctrine  held 
in  this  case  is  as  follows : 
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"  If  a  furtive  from  justice,  for  whose  delivery  a  requisition  is 
made  by  the  executive  of  the  State  from  which  he  is  such  fugi- 
tive, be  in  actual  confinement  on  criminal  or  civil  process  in  this 
State,  he  cannot  be  delivered  up.  The  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States  refer  to  fugitives  at  large.  In  such  a  case  the 
requisition  should  be  lodged  with  the  shenff,  whose  duty  it  would 
be,  upon  the  prisoner's  discharge  from  his  previous  arrest,  to  detain 
him  thereon  until  notice  could  be  given  to  the  party  presenting 
the  requisition." 

The  same  view  was  taken  by  the  court  in  The  Matter  of  Ben- 
jcmiin  W.  Briecoe^  51  How.  Pr.  422.  This  case  was  an  applica- 
tion to  the  court  by  A.  M.  Perkenson,  the  sheriff  of  Fulton 
county  in  the  State  of  Georgia,  by  habeas  corpus^  to  procure  the 
delivery  of  Briscoe  to  him,  as  an  alleged  fugitive  from  the  jus- 
tice of  Georgia,  under  the  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender  issued 
by  the  Governor  of  New  York,  upon  the  requisition  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Georgia.  Briscoe  was  at  the  time  held  and  detained  by 
the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  in  pursuance  of 
an  order  of  arrest  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Donohue  in  a  civil  action ; 
and  the  sheriff,  in  consequence  of  this  order,  refused  to  deliver 
him  up  to  Perkenson. 

Judge  Westbrook  held  that,  under  the  law  of  New  York,  he 
had  no  power  to  discharge  Briscoe  from  his  arrest  in  the  civil 
action,  as  the  case  did  not  come  within  tlie  law  in  regard  to  habeas 
corpus. 

In  reference  to  the  question  whether,  when  a  party  is  detained 
in  one  State  because  the  laws  of  that  State  have  claims  upon  him, 
he  can  be  extradited  and  taken  to  another  State,  before  the  jus- 
tice of  the  State  which  holds  him  has  first  been  satisfied,  Judge 
Westbrook  said : 

"  We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  no  law  enables  the  Gover- 
nor of  this  State  to  abridge  the  legal  remedies  which  suitors  in 
its  courts  are  pursuing  against  a  party,  and  that  consequently  no 
duty  is  imposed  upon  the  court  to  vacate  its  own  order  of  arrest 
and  aid  the  executive  mandate.  ♦  *  ♦  Briscoe,  being  de- 
tained under  the  laws  of  this  State,  cannot  be  discharged  until 
the  demands  of  those  laws  have  been  fully  satisfied  and  dis- 
charged." 

The  extradition  papers  in  this  case  were  correct,  and  in  them- 
selves sujQSeient  to  authorize  and  require  the  delivery  of  Briscoe. 
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But,  since  the  jurisdiction  of  a  New  York  court  had  already 
attached  to  him  and  was  still  operative,  he  could  not  be  delivered 
up  until  that  jurisdiction  had  "disposed  of  the  case* 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Taylor  v.  TainioTj 
16  Wall.  366,  expressed  tlie  following  opinion  in  r^rd  to  the 
same  queaftion :  **  When  a  demtod  is  properly  made  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  one  State  upon  the  Governor  of  another,  the  duty  to  sur- 
render is  not  absolute  and  unqualified.  It  depends  upon  the  dr- 
cnmstances  of  the  case.  If  the  laws  of  the  latter  State  have  been 
pnt  in  toroe  against  the  fugitive,  and  he  is  imprisoned  there,  the 
demands  of  those  laws  may  first  be  satisfied.  The  duty  Of  obedi- 
ence then  arises^  not  before.'' 

Reference  was  made  by  the  court  to  Troutmmt^s  Case^  4  Zabr. 
634,  in  ^vhich  it  was  declared  that  *^  the  Constitution  and  the  law 
refer  to  fugitives  at  large,  in  HBlation  to  whom  there  is  no  conflict 
of  jurisdiction."  The  court  also  said :  ^'  If  the  demand  had  beesi 
made  upon  the  Governor  of  Connecticut,  he  might  properly  have 
declined  to  comply  until  the  criminal  justice  of  his  own  State  liad 
been  satisfied.  This  right,  it  is  not  doubted,  he  would  have  ex- 
ercised.'' 

The  legal  principle  involved  in  these  decisions  is  that,  where 
jurisdiction  has  already  attached  to  a  case,  it  is,  in  the  absence  of 
any  provision  to  the  contrary,  to  be  dieemed  exclusive  until  it  has 
performed  its  function.  {^Hcbgan  v.  Lucas^  10  Pet.  400 ;  Taylor 
V.  Carryl^  20  How.  583  ;  JSoparte  Jenkins  dk  Oros^otij  2  Anier, 
Law  Regis.  144;  and  Taylor  v.  Taintor,  16  Wall.  8T0.)  There 
is  nothing  in  the  extradition  danse  of  the  Constitution,  or  in  the 
laws  of  the  ITnlted  States  for  cat*rying  it  into  effect,  to  suspend  the 
application  of  this  principle.  Hence  the  demand  for  the  delivery 
of  a  fugitive  criminal  does  not  abrogate  or  postpone  a  lawful  juris- 
diction that  has  been  put  in  force  against  him  for  an  offense  com- 
mitted in  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  he  has  fled,  and  on  whidi 
the  demand  is  made.  The  same  principle  applies  when  the  party 
is  held  under  a  civil  process.  ( TVoiUman^s  Cdae^  4  2iabr.  634.) 
This  jurisdiction,  being  then  operative,  takes  precedence  of  tte 
one  claimed  until  its  purpose  shall  have  been  completed.  The 
Governor  of  the  State  has  no  power,  by  the  issue  of  his  wammt, 
to  arrest  its  action. 
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The  same  rale  operates  where  the  party  is  by  bail  released  from 
actual  confinement.  He  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  still  in  the 
custody  of  law,  as  a  prisoner  against  whom  the  law  has  been  put 
in  force,  and  in  respect  tp  whom  Itsiqlaipas  are  not  yet  determined. 
He  is  not  discharged  from  his  arrest,  and  is  under  recognizance  to 
appear  whenever  wanted.  His  bail  may  at  any  moment  surrender 
him,  and  then  his  imprisonment  would  be  actual. 

Some  of  the  States,  in  making  it  the  duty  of  their  respective 
Governors  to  deliver  up  fugitive  criminals  in  the  circumstances 
specified,  qualify  the  duty  by  the  proviso  that  such  criminals  are 
not  held  in  custody  or  under  bail  to  answer  for  offenses  against 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  against,  the  laws  of  the  States  in 
which  they  have  sought  asylum.  (The  Code  of  Alabama,  1876, 
part  4,  chapter  1,  §  3986  ;  The  Bevised  Code  of  Iowa,  1880,  vol. 
2,  §  4175 ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1881,  chapter  3,  article  3, 
§  1603.) 

The  above  particulars — nine  in  aU  -^present  the  various  ques- 
tions that  stand  connected  with  the  executive  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals.  Both  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  were 
intended  to  secure  a  practical  result  of  primary  importance  to  all 
the  States  of  the  Union ;  and  that  result  is  to  prevent  criminals 
from  escaping  justice  by  flight  from  one  State  to  another.  When 
the  provision  made  for  this  purpose  is  used  according  to  its  terms 
and  intent,  it  is  properly  used.  When  sought  to  be  used  for  any 
other  purpose,  the  attempt  is  a  fraud. 

The  Constitution  and  the  law  assume  that  the  Governors  of 
States  will  be  men  of  intelligence  and  integrity,  and  hence  that, 
whether  demanding  or  delivering  up  fugitive  criminals,  they  will 
be  no  parties  to  any  attempted  frauds,  but  will  honestly  adminis- 
ter the  law  according  to  its  letter  and  intent^  and  solely  with  ref- 
erence to  the  end  designed  to  be  secured.  And  it  is  simply  just 
to  say  that  their  general  course  on  this  subject  has  corresponded 
with  this  aasomption. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

THE  TRAN8POKTATION  OF  THE  FUGITIVB. 

1-  Appointment  of  an  Agent«  — The  Constitution  says  noth- 
ing about  the  manner  in  which  the  party  delivered  up  shall  be  *'  re- 
moved to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."  It  aimplj 
declares  that  he  shall  be  delivered  up  tor  this  purpose. 

The  law  of  Congress,  assuming  that  the  executive  of  the  de- 
manding State  or  Territory  has  the  power  to  appoint  an  agent 
"  to  receive  the  fugitive,"  and  that  such  an  appointment  will  be 
made  in  each  case,  directs  the  delivery  to  be  made  ^'  to  sucli  agent 
when  he  shall  appear."  This  fully  recognizes  the  legal  validity 
of  the  executive  appointment  of  an  agent,  and  regards  the  person 
appointed  as  temporarily  an  officer  of  law  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ceiving and  transporting  the  fugitive  to  the  State  or  Territory 
demanding  him.  Whether  the  appointment  shall  be  made  at  the 
time  of  the  demand,  or  subsequently  thereto,  is  a  point  that  the 
law  does  not  determine. 

The  practice  of  Governors  on  this  subject  is  well  known.  They 
always  appoint  a  receiving  and  transporting  agent,  and  usually 
intrust  him  with  all  the  extradition  papers,  including  the  official 
evidence  of  his  appointment.  He  proceeds  with  these  documents 
to  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  fugitive  is  supposed  to  have 
taken  refuge,  and  in  virtue  of  them  makes  the  demand  in  the 
name  of  the  authority  he  represents. 

2,  Limitations.  —  The  law  contains  two  limitations,  one  of 
which  relates  to  time,  and  provides  as  follows :  *^  If  no  such  agent 
appears  within  six  months  from  the  time  of  the  arrest,  the  prisoner 
may  be  discharged."  The  desijgn  of  this  provision  is  to  fix  a  time 
within  which  the  prisoner  arrested  may  be  held  in  custody  for 
delivery,  and  within  which  the  agent  must  appear  to  receive  him. 
The  time  fixed  having  elapsed  with  no  such  appearance,  the 
prisoner  may  then  be  discharged.  How  the  discharge  shall  be 
effected,  whether  by  habeas  corpus  or  by  the  executive  authority 
that  ordered  the  arrest,  the  law  does  not  expressly  declare.  Either 
•method  would  seem  to  be  lawful. 
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The  other  limitation  relates  to  the  expenses  of  the  proceeding ; 
and  here  the  rule  is,  that  ^  all  costs  or  expenses  incurred  in  the 
apprehending,  receiving,  and  transmitting  such  fugitive  to  the 
State  or  Territory  making  9uch  demand  shall  be  paid  hj  such 
State  or  Territory."  It  is  a  general  principle  in  all  extradition, 
whether  inter-State  or  international,  that  the  authority  seeking  to 
procure  it  shall  pay  the  expenses  of  the  whole  process.  The  agent 
appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive  must  be  prepared  to  meet  this 
requirement,  and  must  actually  meet  it,  or  he  will  not  be  entitled 
to  the  delivery  and  custody  of  the  prisoner. 

The  duty  of  the  delivering  State  or  Territory  is  entirely  ex- 
hausted when,  upon  the  conditions  specified,  the  party  demanded 
is  arrested  and  delivered  to  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  de- 
manding State  or  Territory. 

8«  The  Powers  and  Protection  of  the  Agent,  —  Section 
5279  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  contains  the 
following  provision  on  this  subject : 

*^  Any  agent  so  appointed,  who  receives  the  fugitive  into  his 
custody,  shall  be  empowered  to  transport  him  to  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory ft-om  which  he  fled.  And  any  person  who,  by  force,  sets 
at  liberty  or  rescues  the  fugitive  from  such  agent  while  so  trans- 
porting nim,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  five  hundred  dollars,  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year." 

This  gives  to  the  agent  the  powers  of  a  Marshal  or  a  Sheriff  in 
holding  and  transporting  the  prisoner  to  the  place  of  his  destina- 
tion, and,  moreover,  protects  him,  by  a  penalty,  against  any  forci- 
ble interference  with  him  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty.  Though 
appointed  by  the  Governor  of  a  State  or  Territory,  he  is,  in  the 
discharge  of  this  doty,  acting  under  the  authority  of  a  law  of  the 
United  States. 

The  law,  of  course,  assumes  the  fact  of  his  appointment,  and 
that  wherever  he  goes  with  the  prisoner  he  will  bear  with  him 
the  evidence  of  this  fact,  and  also  of  the  fact  that  the  prisoner 
has  been  delivered  into  his  custody  by  lawful  authority.  Pos- 
sessing this  evidence,  he  is  not  a  kidnapper,  but  a  duly  authorized 
officer  of  law,  discharging  the  duty  which  the  law  imposes,  and 
entitled  to  its  protection. 
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Some  of  the  States  have  provided  by  law  for  the  transmiaeion 
of  the  fugitive  through  them  when  neoeaBary  to  oarry  him  to  the 
State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime.  There  is  no  objection  to 
Quch  legislation,  if  not  inconsistent  with  the  law  of  Congress ;  yet 
it  seems  unnecessary.  The  right  of  such  transmission  ia  secnred 
to  the  agent  holding  the  prisoner  by  the  supreme  law  of  the  land; 
and  all  forcible  interference  with  its  exercise,  for  the  pixrpose  of 
rescuing  the  prisoner,  is  made  a  penal  ofEense  against  the  United 
States. 

4.  Judicial  Construction.  —  The  courts  have  seldom  had  any 
occasion  to  construe  the  law  in  respect  to  the  agents  appointed  to 
receive  and  transport  fugitive  criminals.  Cases  calling  for  the 
expression  of  an  opinion  in  regard  to  the  powers,  duties,  and  lia- 
bilities of  these  agents,  have  rarely  come  before  courts.  The 
following  cases  are  all  that  we  have  been  aUe  te  collect : 

(1.)  PeUus  V.  The  State,  42  Ga.  858.  The  Snpremet  Court 
of  Georgia  laid  down  the  f ollowio^  doctrine  in  this  case : 

'^  Where  a  requisition  is  made  by  the-  executive  authority  of 
this  State  for  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  on  the  execu- 
tive  authority  of  another  State,  and  the  Governor  of  this  State 
appoints  an  agent  to  receive  such  fugitive  to  be  transported  to 
this  State,  it  is  the  duty  of  such  agent,  without  unnecessary  delay, 
to  bring  said  fugitive  before  the  Governor  of  the  State,  unless 
otherwise  directed,  in  order  that  said  fugitive  may  be  turned 
over,  under  the  order  and  direction  of  Die  Governor,  to  tlie 
proper  civil  authority  of  the  county  in  which  the  offense  was 
committed." 

' '  If  the  defendant,  as  such  agent,  had  such  fugitive  from  justice 
in  his  custody,  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  him  from  the  State 
of  South  Carolina,  on  his  [the  Governor's]  reqm'sition,  as  set  forth 
in  the  recoixl,  without  any  unreasonable  delay,  then  the  defendant 
was  not  guilty  of  false  imprisonment  in  the  detention  of  said  fn- 

fitive  from  justice  for  that  purpose,  and  the  court  below  should 
ave.so  instructed  the  jury.'^ 

The  ease  in  the  court  below  was  an  action  for  alleged  false  im« 
pnsonment  brought  against  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Greoigia; 
and  in  respect  to  it  the  Supreme  Court  stated  the  above  doctrine. 

(2.)  In  re  Bull  and  Turtle^  4  DHL  323.  It  appeared,  on 
the  hearing  of  this  case,  that  the  relators,  as  agents  of  the  Gov- 
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ernor  of  IllinoiB,  had  obtained  the  custody  of  John  H.  Blair,  as  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  by  the  delivery  of  the  (Jovemor  of  Ne- 
braska, and  that,  instead  of  taking  him  to  Chicago  by  the  natural 
and  the  nearest  route,  they  first  took  him  to  St.  Louis,  then  to  the 
City  of  New  York,  and  thence  to  England.  For  this  they  were 
subsequently  indicted  in  Nebraska,  on  the  charge  of  kidnapping. 
Being  arrested  on  this  charge,  they  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus^  and  claimed  protection  against  the  arrest  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States.    Judge  Dillon,  in  this  case,  held  as  follows : 

(a.)  "  A  person  indicted  in  a  State  court  for  acts  done  in  pur- 
suance of  a  law  of  the  United  States,  mav  be  discharged  from 
custody  under  such  indictment  on  a  writ  ot  habeas  corpus  issued 
by  a  Federal  court  or  judge  under  section  753  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States." 

(J.)  "  The  relators  were  indicted  in  a  State  court  for  kidnap- 
ping, and  were  in  custody  under  such  indictment ;  they  applied 
to  a  Federal  judge  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  stating,  in  their 
petition  for  the  writ,  that  they  were  indicted  for  acts  done  by 
them  under  sections  5278  and  5279  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States,  in  executing  the  requisition  for  the  surrender 
of  the  person  alleged  to  have  been  kidnapped,  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice ;  it  appearing  to  the  Circuit  Court  that  this  claim  of  the 
relators  is  not  true :  Rdd  that  the^  were  not  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged, and  the  order  of  the  district  judge,  discharging  the  re- 
lators, was  reversed." 

Judge  Dillon  regarded  these  relators  as  having  both  exceeded 
and  grossly  abused  their  authority  as  agents,  and,  hence,  as  not 
entitled  to  the  protection  qf  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  under 
which  they  claimed  to  have  acted,  when  called  to  answer  therefor 
in  a  State  court.  It  is  only  when  the  agent  discharges  the  duty 
assigned  to  him,  in  pursuance  and  the  proper  execution  of  the 
law,  that  he  is  protected  by  the  law  under  which  he  acts. 

(3.)  The  MaUer  of  Titus,  8  Ben.  411.  The  facts,  in  this  case, 
were  as  follows : 

Titus  was  commissioned  by  the-Govemor  of  the  State  of  Ar- 
kansas to  present  to  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York  a 
requisition  for  the  surrender  of  one  McDonald,  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice.  As  the  agent  authorized  to  receive  the  fugitive,  he  pre- 
sented the  requisition  and  the  authenticated  copy  of  the  indict- 
57 
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ment  charging  McDonald  with  crime ;  and  thereupon  the  Gov- 
ernor of  New  York  issned  his  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  Kings 
county,  ordering  the  arrest  of  McDonald  and  his  delivery  to  Titos 
as  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Arkansas.  After  the  arrest  and  be- 
fore the  delivery,  McDonald  was  released  from  the  costody  of 
the  sheriff,  upon  habeas  corpiM,  by  a  justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State ;  and  then  he  commenced  a  suit  against  Titus 
for  malicious  prosecution,  and  obtained  an  order  from  the  Supreme 
Court  for  his  arrest. 

Titus,  being  in  custody  under  this  order,  applied  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpuSj  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Mew  York,  setting  forth  the  above  facts,  and 
claiming  a  discharge  from  the  arrest,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
in  ciistody  by  reason  of  acts  done  in  pursuance  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  and  justified  by  those  laws.  Judge  Benedict,  in 
respect  to  the  questions  presented  and  involved  in  this  case,  held 
as  follows : 

{a.)  That  the  only  acts  charged  upon  Titus  were  acts  done  by 
him  as  the  a^ent  appointed  by  the  Executive  of  the  State  of  Ar- 
kansas, whicn  acts  were  those  prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress 
of  1793,  now  section  5278  of  tlie  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States. 

(b. )  That  the  court  therefore  had  jurisdiction,  under  section 
753  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  to  grant  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  cause  of  his  restraint. 

(c.)  That  the  Governors  of  the  States  and  their  agents,  in  ref- 
erence to  the  extradition  of  fugitives  from  the  justice  of  a  State^ 
were  compelled  to  rely  upon  tlie  statutes  of  the  United  States 
for  authority  to  do  the  acts  required  thereby,  and  the  statutes  of 
the  United  States,  when  complied  with,  afford  them  justitication. 

{d,)  That  the  petitioner  was  therefore  entitled  to  the  writ  of 
haubeas  corpus, 

(«.)  That  Titus,  who  was  simply  the  messenger  of  the  State  of 
Arkansas,  was  not  bound  to  lootc  into  the  indictment  on  wliidi 
the  requisition  was  founded,  and  determine  at  his  peril  whether 
it  charged  a  crime  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

(/.)  That  the  arrest  of  McDonald  was  by  the  order  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  and  that  whatever  Titus 
had  done,  in  presenting  the  requisition  to  the  Governor,  was  only 
a  ministerial  act  for  which  he  was  justified  by  the  direction  of 
the  Governor,  and  therefore  he  incurred  no  personal  liability. 
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(g.)  That  the  allegation  of  malice  against  Titns  did  not  change 
the  case,  so  long  as  nie  acts  done  were  within  the  scope  of  the 
anthority  conferred  upon  him,  and  justified  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

The  main  point  in  the  ruling  in  this  case  is  that  an  agent  duly 
appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  acting  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
is  protected  by  these  laws,  and  that,  if  for  acts  thus  done  he  is 
imprisoned  by  a  State  court,  a  Federal  court  may,  under  section 
753  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  give  him  the 
necessary  relief  by  a  writ  of  hdbeaa  corpus. 

(4.)  The  case  of  In  re  Burke.  This  case,  published  in  the  St. 
Paul  and  Minneapolis  Pioneer  Press^  January  25th,  1879,  came 
before  Judge  Nelson,. of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Minnesota.  It  involved  a  novel  question  in 
the  construction  of  extradition  law.  The  following  is  the  deliv- 
erance of  Judge  Nelson  in  the  case : 

It  is  important  that  an  early  decision  should  be  reached.  I 
have  examined  the  papers  and  considered  the  evidence.  My  im- 
pression on  the  hearing  has  ripened  into  a  conviction,  and  I  am 
prepared  to  announce  the  result. 

On  Januarv  15,  1879,  James  II.  Burke  presented  a  petition  for 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  alleging  that  he  is  restrained  of  his 
liberty  and  held  in  custody  by  the  sheriff  of  Ramsey  county,  in 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  for  an  act  done  by  him  under  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States. 

This  act  fully  set  out  in  the  petition  on  file,  and  alleged  to  be 
the  sole  and  only  reason  for  his  detention,  is  the  arrest  of  one 
Samuel  Frank,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  of  Governor 
Pillsbury,  of  the  State  of  Minnesota,  issued  upon  the  requisition 
of  Governor  Cullom,  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  demanding  the  arrest 
of  said  Frank  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
accompanied  by  an  affidavit  or  sworn  complaint,  charging  that  he 
committed  a  criminal  offense  in  Cook  county,  to- wit:  ^^Design- 
edly obtaining  of  goods  of  another  by  false  pretense,  with  intent 
to  cheat  and  defraud,  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of  August,  1878, 
in  that,  on  said  day  Samuel  Frank  did,  in  said  county  and  State, 
with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  Leopold  Bros.  &  Co.,  *  *  * 
doing  business  in  said  county,  at  Chicago,  designedly,  by  false 
pretense,  obtain  from  said  Leopold  Bros.  &  Co.,  gooas  and  mer- 
chandi&e,  etc." 

The  demand  of  Governor  Cullom  is  accompanied  by  the  appli- 
cation of  Leopold  Bros.  &  Co.,  stating  that  h  rank  is  in  Kamsey 
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county,  Minnesota,  and  asking  for  the  requisition ;  and  a  certifi- 
cate of  tlie  judge  of  Cook  county,  that  the  ends  of  justice  require 
the  return  of  said  Frank ;  also  the  appointment  of  the  petitioner, 
James  II.  Burke,  in  accordance  with  tlie  laws  of  the  United  States, 
as  messenger  and  agent  to  rec^cive  from  the  proper  authorities  of 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  Samuel  Frank,  and  convej  him  to  the 
State  of  Illinois,  to  the  slieriff  of  Cook  county. 

The  requisition  and  demand  of  Governor  Cullom  also  certifies 
the  copy  of  affidavit  annexed  as  authentic,  and  that  obtaining 
property  bv  false  pretenses,  chai^ged  therein,  is  a  crime  against 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

A  writ  of  haheds  corpus  was  issued  under  section  753,  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  the  sheriff  of  Ramsey  county 
has  made  return  thereto,  that  he  holds  the  petitioner  by  virtue  of 
certain  proceedings,  warants  and  commitments  attached,  to-wit: 
Certified  copy  of  a  warrant  of  a  judge  of  the  district  court  of 
Ramsey  county,  commanding  the  arrest  on  the  complaint  af  G. 
D.  O'Brien,  to  wit :  "  That  on  the  9th  day  of  January,  1879,  at 
the  city  of  St.  Paul,  in  the  county  of  Ramsey  and  State  of  Min- 
nesota, one  James  H.  Burke  then  and  there  being,  did,  without 
lawful  authority,  and  willfully  and  maliciously  ana  with  force  and 
arms  and  with  a  wrongful  intent,  to- wit:  With  the  intent  to  ex- 
tort money  from  one  Samuel  Frank,  *  *  *  cause  said  Frank 
to  be  seized  and  taken  out  of  said  State,  and  confined  him  against 
his  will  with  the  design  and  intent  to  extort  money  from  him/' 
etc.  Also  certified  copies  of  warrants  of  commitment  by  the 
judge  of  the  municipal  court  of  the  city  of  Saint  Paul. 

The  petitioner  files  a  replication  that  the  acts  alleged  in  tho 
complaint  and  warrant  of  arrest  annexed  to  the  return  of  the 
sheriff,  and  which  constitute  the  supposed  offense,  were  in  truth 
and  in  fact  the  same  set  out  in  his  petition. 

On  the  hearing  testimony  has  been  introduced  to  disprove  the 
complaint  filed  and  the  warrant  issued  by  the  District  Court  ot 
Ramsey  county,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  tlie 
petitioner  intended  to  abuse  the  warrant  of  the  executive  of  Min- 
nesota to  take  Samuel  Frank  out  of  the  State,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  deliverv  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  of  which  he  is  accused.  This 
latter  testnnony  consisted  of  conversations  between  the  petitioner 
and  Frank  when  in  his  custody,  and  statements  and  propositions 
made  to  the  counsel  of  Frank  after  he  had  been  discharged  from 
custody  bv  a  writ  of  AoJ^a*  corai^  and  re-arrested,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  allowing  him  to  proceed  peaceably  and  without  molesta- 
tion to  the  State  of  Illinois  with  his  prisoner. 

A  certified  copy  of  the  records  of  the  County  Court  of  St.  Croix 
county,  Wisconsin,  is  also  introduced  in  evidence  showing  the 
discharge  of  Frank  from  the  custody  of  the  petitioner  by  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  issued  by  the  judge  of  that  court,  in  tho  return 
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to  which  writ  this  petitioner  presented  the  requisition  of  Gover- 
nor CuUom,  of  Illinois,  and  accompanying  papers,  and  the  war- 
rant of  Governor  Pillsbury,  of  Minnesota,  authorizing  his  arrest, 
M'hich  are  set  up  in  his  petition  here  as  a  justificaticm  of  his  ac- 
tion. 

The  questions  to  be  determined  in  this  case  are : 

I.  Was  the  petitioner  protected  by  tlie  warrant  of  the  executive 
of  the  State  of  Minnesota,  authorising  him  to  arrest  Frank,  issued 
on  the  demand  of  the  executive  of  the  State  of  Illinois  and  accom- 
panying affidavit  charging  him  with  committing  an  offense  which 
was  made  a  crime  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois  ?  Unless 
some  act  was  done  under  it  not  authorized  by  the  warrant,  this 
proposition  does  not  admit  of  argument. 

The  law  only  obliges  an  officer  to  look  to  his  warrant  and  obey 
it,  if  regular  and  valid  on  its  face  and  issued  by  a  person  author- 
ized to  issue  warrants  of  that  description,  under  certain  circum- 
stances. The  jurisdiction  of  the  executive  of  Minnesota  to  issue 
a  warrant  is  not  denied,  but  it  is  asserted  this  warrant  was  pro- 
cured in  bad  faith  and  the  petitioner  intended  to  pervert  the 
remedy  and  serve  other  purposes.  The  petitioner  is  only  the 
agent  appointed  by  Governor  Cullom,  of  Illinois,  to  receive  and 
deliver  Frank,  the  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  and  the  proc-eed- 
ings  were  initiated  by  the  authorities  of  that  State,  and  not  by  him. 

Admitting  that  the  statements  and  declarations  of  the  petitioner 
tended  to  show  that,  in  his  opinion,  which  is  the  most  tnat  can  be 
claimed  for  them,  Frank  was  an^eated  by  a  requisition  for  the  pur- 
pK>se  of  getting  him  into  custody  so  that  he  might  be  readily  car- 
ried to  fllinois  with  a  view  of  perverting  the  remedy,  we  must 
assume  also  that  the  authorities  of  the  latter  State  committed  a 
trick  and  deception,  although  the  executive  action  and  all  the  pro- 
ceedings hVQ  prima  facie  evidence  of  their  regularity  and  legality  ; 
and  further,  that  if  the  proceeding  anterior  to  the  issue  of  Gover- 
nor Pillsbury's  warrant,  in  the  opinion  of  this  officer,  were  a  de- 
ception, he  may  not  execute  it ;  and  if  he  does  he  is  guilty  of  the 
crime  of  kidnapping.  The  opinion  of  the  agent  cannot  overcome 
the  presumption  of  regularity  which  attaches  to  the  proceedings, 
and  ne  cannot  be  permitted  to  decide  upon  matters  submitted  by 
law  to  the  executive. 

If  the  petitioner,  after  the  arrest,  had  done  an  act  not  warranted 
by  the  executive  writ,  showing  a  design  on  his  part  to  use  it  for  a 
purpose  not  contemplated  by  the  extradition  proceeding,  as,  for 
example,  taken  his  prisoner  to  a  foreign  country  (see  In  re  Btdl^ 
4t  Dill.  324)  there  could  be  little  doubt  he  must  answer  to  the 
criminal  laws  of  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

But  I  can  find  nothing  in  the  proceedings  and  the  testimony  or 
in  the  conduct  of  the  petitioner  which  shows  that  he  ^^  without 
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lawful  authority,  willfully  and  maliciously  and  with  wrongfiil  in- 
tent  caused  Frank  to  be  seized  and  taken  out  of  tlie  State  with 
the  design  to  extort  money  from  him." 

So  long  as  he  had  Frank  in  custody  he  was  proceeding  by  a 
direct  route  to  take  him  to  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  on  his  ^vray 
he  did  no  act  which  can  be  construed  into  a  design  to  take  him 
to  any  other  place  or  use  the  remedy  as  a  pretext  for  any  purpose 
other  than  the  extradition  papers  contemplated.  It  is  true  the 
statements  and  conversation  of  the  petitioner  might  convey  the 
impression  that  Frank  would  be  able  to  stop  the  criminal  pro- 
ceedings in  the  State  of  Illinois  by  arranging  his  private  indebt^ 
edness  incurred  by  the  false  pretense  and  he  would  aid  him  in  so 
doing,  but  a  court  cannot  on  such  suspicion  declare  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  officer  was  to  kidnap  his  prisoner.  He  might  Iiave 
made  such  statements  with  the  design  of  quieting  Frank  and  his 
counsel,  and  thus  avoid  any  delay  or  inquiry  into  the  regularity 
of  his  authority. 

However  censurable  to  some  persons  his  conduct  might  apjiear, 
I  cannot  say  he  abused  his  authority  and  is  not  protected  iii  the 
arrest  of  Frank  by  the  warrant  of  Governor  Pillsbury. 

II.  Was  the  petitioner  justified  by  virtue  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred  upon  him  by  the  original  warrant  of  the  executive  of  Min- 
nesota, and  the  other  extradition  papers,  in  the  re-arrest  of  Frank 
after  his  discharge  by  the  State  court  of  Wisconsin  and  his  re- 
turn to  Minnesota  ? 

If  the  prerequisites  of  the  law  of  1793  are  complied  with,  and 
the  warrant  of  the  executive  of  the  State  to  which  the  fugitive 
has  fled  is  issued  on  the  requisition  of  tlie  executive  of  the  de- 
manding State,  accompaniecl  by  a  copy  of  an  affidavit,  charging  a 
crime,  imder  the  laws  of  the  latter,  certified  as  authentic  by  tlio 
executive,  and  au  arrest  is  made  and  delivery  to  the  agent  of  the 
demanding  State,  then  the  person  so  arrested  is  legally  restrained 
of  his  liberty  and  may  be  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  crime.  A  discharge  of  the  person  under  the  writ  of 
haheas  corpuSy  by  the  judge  of  any  court,  whether  State  or  Federal, 
would  be  coram  nonjuaice^  and  void. 

This  presents  the  question  whether  the  judge  of  St.  Croix 
county  exceeded  his  jurisdiction  under  the  writ  of  habeas  €orpu4^ 
and  his  discharge  of  Frank  is  a  nullity  t  I  think  this  action  of 
the  State  court  of  Wisconsin  is  the  first  reported  instance  of  any 
interference  by  the  judiciary  of  a  State  through  whose  territory 
the  fugitive  from  justice  is  being  transported,  aiter  the  concurrent 
action  of  the  two  States  alone  interested  in  the  tmnsaction. 

If  there  is  any  authority  of  law  for  it,  then  it  becomes  neces- 
sary, before  the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  the  surrender  of 
fugitives  from  justice  can  be  successfully  enforced,  that  moro  tlian 
two  States  must  at  the  time  the  requisition  is  made  assent  to  the 
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arrangement  It  has  always  been  supposed  tliat  not  only  the 
original  States  of  this  Union  who  adopted  and  accepted  the  Con- 
stitution, but  also  all  States  subsequently  admitted  on  an  equality 
with  the  original  States,  agreed  to  be  bound  thereby,  and  recognize 
the  full  force  of  every  provision  thereof,  any  thing  in  the  con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

The  first  section  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides that  ^^  full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  to  the  public  acts, 
records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  State,"  etc.  And 
the  last  clause  of  the  second  section  of  the  same  article,  the  sub. 
ject-matter  thereof  appearing  to  be  in  the  minds  of  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution,  in  connection  with  the  first  section,  provides 
that  "  a  person  cliarged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony  or  other 
crime,  \nio  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  another  State, 
shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from 
which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  crime."  To  carry  out  this  latter  provision  of 
the  Constitution  the  act  of  1793  was  passed. 

The  papers  presented  on  his  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpua 
before  the  State  court  of  Wisconsin,  and  now  bv  the  petitioner 
before  me^  show  that  all  the  prerequisites  are  complied  with,  and  if 
"  full  faith  is  to  be  given  to  the  public  acts,  records  and  judicial  pro- 
ceedings "  of  any  other  State  in  the  State  of  "Wisconsin,  these 
papers,  duly  authenticated  under  the  seals  of  the  States  of  Min- 
nesota and  Illinois,  and  signed  by  the  executive  of  each  State,  are 
so  entitled.  If  so,  then  under  the  writ  of  hubeas  corpusj  the 
court  in  Wisconsin,  on  discovering,  by  the  return  of  the  agent, 
that  the  person  in  custody  was  held  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  in  respect  of  fugitives  from  justice, 
and  the  two  States  interested  in  the  transaction  had  concurred  in 
their  action,  should  have  proceeded  no  further.  Any  action  ob- 
structing this  constitutional  right  was  absolutely  void. 

But  if  wrong  in  this  view  oi  the  case,  conceding  that  the  Wis- 
consin court  had  jurisdiction  to  proceed  fuilher  Umn  an  inquiry 
into  the  authority  by  virtue  of  which  Frank  was  held,  and  examine 
into  the  legality  of  the  requisition,  afiidavit  and  other  papers,  let 
us  see  whether  the  proceeaings  are  not  regular,  legal  and  iii  con- 
formity with  the  act  of  Congress  of  1793. 

The  term  "  crime  "  in  this  article  of  the  Constitution  means  any 
offense  indictable  bv  the  laws  of  the  State  demanding  the  surrender, 
and  is  not  confined  to  common  law  crimes.  While  the  affidavit 
annexed  to  Gov.  Cullom's  requisition,  tested  by  the  con)mon-law 
rule,  would  not,  perhaps,  be  sufficient  to  charge  a  crime  of  '^  false 
pretenses,"  yet  when  tlie  requisition  is  examined  it  is  there  stated 
that  the  offense  with  which  Frank  is  charged  in  the  affidavit  an- 
nexed is  a  crime  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  The 
warrant  of  Gov.  Pillsbury  being  issued  not  on  the  affidavit  alone. 


456  THB  TRAN8POBTATION  OF  THE  FUOITIVB. 

but  on  the  demand  of  Gov.  Cullom  also,  the  requirements  of  the 
law  of  1793  were  fulfilled,  and  is  a  conclusive  reason  to  my  mind 
why  the  action  of  the  Wisconsin  court  is  a  nullity. 

To  sum  up  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Spear,  an  able  writer  upon 
inter-State  extradition  procedure:  "It  necessarily  results,  wnen 
the  executive  warrant  for  a  surrender  of  the  alleged  fugitive  has 
been  issued  in  conformity  with  law,  no  judicial  power  can  inter- 
pose to  arrest  or  defeat  its  operation.  Unless  countermanded  by 
the  authority  issuing  it  all  tlie  remedies  of  the  accused  party,  if 
he  has  anv,  must  be  sought  in  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  he 
is  surrendered.'* 

The  petitioner  was,  therefore,  protected  by  tlie  executive  war- 
rant  in  the  re-arrest  of  Frank,  and  he  is  discharged  from  the  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff. 

The  ruling  of  Judge  Nelson,  in  the  light  of  the  papers  presented 
in  this  case,  was  undoubtedly  correct.  No  court,  upon  the  basis 
of  these  papers,  could  have  any  authority  to  discharge  Frank  from 
the  custody  of  Burke,  and  much  less  a  court  of  a  State  through 
which  the  latter,  by  a  natural  route,  was  merely  transporting  the 
former  as  a  prisoner,  in  the  exercise  of  lawful  authority  derived 
from  the  concurrent  action  of  the  two  States  that  were  directly 
concerned  in  the  matter. 

The  Wisconsin  judge,  having  issued  his  writ  of  habeas  corpus^ 
on  discovering  that  Burke  was  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  and  that  he  held  Frank  under  a  warrant  of 
arrest  and  delivery  from  the  Governor  of  Minnesota,  should  at 
once  have  suspended  the  whole  proceeding,  and  remanded  the 
prisoner  to  the  custody  of  the  agent.  He  was  bound  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  to  give  "full  faith  and  credit"  to 
this  documentary  evidence  of  lawful  authority.  He  had  no  jur- 
isdiction to  discharge  the  prisoner,  and  his  discharge  did  not  va- 
cate that  authority  or  dispossess  Burke  of  the  right  under  this  au- 
thority to  re^urest  him  in  Minnesota.  His  action  was  "  abso- 
lutely void." 

The  Constitution  expressly  declares  that  the  person  described 
shall  "  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having  juris- 
diction of  the  crime,"  which  implies  the  right  of  such  removal  or 
transportation  through  any  number  of  States.  The  law  of  Con- 
gress as  expressly  declares  that  "  any  agent  so  appointed,  who  re- 
ceives the  fugitive  into  bis  custody,  shall  be  empowered  to  trans- 
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port  him  to  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  has  fled."  The 
agent  acting  under  this  authority  has  a  right  to  hold  the  fugitive 
and  transport  him  to  the  demanding  State  or  Territory. 

If  the  question  whether  the  requisition  and  delivery  are  con- 
formable to  law,  is  to  be  judicially  considered  by  habeas  carptiSj 
the  proper  place  for  such  consideration  is  in  either  the  demanding 
or  the  delivering  State,  or  in  both.  ''  Full  faith  and  credit "  are 
to  be  given  in  every  other  State  to  the  executive  acts  which  vest 
authority  in  the  agent :  and  hence  these  acts  are  conclusive  in  re- 
spect to  his  power,  and  open  to  no  inquiry  as  to  their  validity  in 
other  States  through  which  the  fugitive  is  being  transported,  and 
which  have  no  other  connection  with  the  matter  involved.  The 
utmost  limit  to  which  courts  in  other  States  can  lawfully  extend 
their  power,  is  to  ascertain  whether  the  agent  is  clothed  with  the 
requisite  authority,  without  any  inquiry  into  the  antecedent  pro- 
ceedings ;  and  this  fact,  if  appearing,  should  at  once  be  the  end 
of  the  case. 

Admit  the  principle  assumed  by  the  Wisconsin  Judge  in  this 
case,  and  it  would  lead  to  great  difficulties,  if  not  endless  confu- 
sion in  the  execution  of  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. The  agent  would  be  liable  to  have  his  authority,  and  also 
the  validity  of  the  proceedings  by  which  it  was  acquired,  called  in 
question  by  any  court  having  the  power  to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpuSj  through  whose  jurisdiction  in  every  State  he  might  pass 
with  the  prisoner.  Any  number  of  such  writs  might  be  issued  in 
succession.  Every  writ  would  involve  the  legal  possibility  that 
the  prisoner  might  be  discharged,  and  thus  the  action  of  the  two 
States  directly  concerned  in  the  transaction,  might  be  rendered 
wholly  nugatory.  Such  a  possibility  is  plainly  inconsistent  with 
both  the  letter  and  intent  of  the  Constitution,  and  of  the  law  of 
Congress  to  carry  it  into  effect. 

68 
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CHAPTER   X. 

EEVIEW  BY  HABSA8   OORPUB. 

SBcrnoN  L 

Thb  Right  of  such  JIeview. 

I.  The  General  Principle. —  It  is  a  general  principle  in  the 
jurisprudence  of  this  country,  whether  State  or  Federal,  that, 
where  a  party  is  forcibly  deprived  of  his  liberty,  a  competent 
court  of  justice  may,  by  a  writ  of  haheaa  corpus^  inquire  into  the 
cause  of  his  restraint,  upon  his  application  therefor,  and  may,  if 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  case  the  restraint  be  found  to  be  witliout 
legal  authority,  grant  the  party  summary  relief  by  ordering  his 
immediate  discharge.  This  is  one  of  the  well-settled  principles 
of  American  law. 

The  writ  of  habeas  carpus  is  a  judicial  order  ^^  directed  to  the 
person  detaining  another,  and  commanding  him  to  produce  the 
body  of  the  prisoner  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  with  the  day  and 
cause  of  his  caption  and  detention,  to  do,  submit  to,  and  receive 
whatever  the  court  or  Judge  shall  consider  in  that  behalf." 
Bouvier's  Law  Diction.) 

If  the  application  for  the  writ  shows  upon  its  face  tliat  the 
restraint  is  lawful,  no  writ  will  be  issued,  as  there  is  no  occasion 
for  it  in  such  a  case.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  application  fairly 
raises  the  question  whether  the  custody  is  lawful,  the  writ  will  be 
issued,  and  this  question  will  be  considered  and  determined.  The 
inquiry,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  case,  is  confined  to  the  existence 
and  validity  of  the  process  by  which  the  party  is  restrained  of  his 
liberty.  If  the  restraint  be  lawful,  the  party  will  be  remanded 
to  custody,  and  if  it  be  unlawful  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  or 
Judge,  then  he  Will  be  discharged.  The  lawfulness  of  the  cus- 
tody is  the  single  and  only  question  to  be  determined. 

The  power  to  issue  this  writ  is  regulated  by  law,  not  only  as  to 
the  courts  that  may  exercise  the  power,  but  also  as  to  the  cases  to 
which  it  is  applicable.    The  courts  derive  their  powers  from  the 
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law,  and  are  to  exercise  it  iu  tlie  manner  and  within  the  limits 
established  thereby. 

2.  Applieabie  in  Extradition  Cases* —  The  law  of  Congress, 
relating  to  f ugitiye  criminals,  does  not  provide  for  proceedings  in 
haieas  corpus  in  extradition  cases.  The  practice  of  the  courts, 
both  State  and  Federal,  has,  however,  assumed  that  when  the 
Governor  of  a  State  or  Territory  has  issued  his  warrant  for  the 
arrest  and  delivery  of  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  and  the 
arrest  has  actually  J3een  made,  the  legality  of  that  warrant  is  a 
proper  subject  for  judicial  inquiry  by  a  writ  of  haieas  corptcs,  if 
the  writ  be  issued  befora  the  removal  of  the  accused  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

This  has  been  done  in  numerous  instances,  and  not  infrequently 
persons  arrested  and  held  under  the  authority  of  executive  war- 
rants have  been  discharged.  The  discharge  is  always  based  on 
some  illegality  iu  the  proceedings.  The  unifonn  rule  in  these  cases 
where  the  proceedings  are  found  to  meet  all  the  requirements  of 
the  law,  is  to  remand  the  prisoner  to  custody  imder  the  executive 
warrant  ordering  his  arrest  and  detention. 

In  I'he  People  v.  Brady^  56  N.  Y.  182,  Judge  Andrews,  in 
stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  that  the  question  ^^  is  whether 
the  papers  presented  to  the  executive  of  this  State,  and  upon 
which  the  relator  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  was  demanded,  were 
in  form  and  substance  sufficient  to  authorize  the  executive  war- 
rant under  which  the  relator  was  held."  The  court  passed  judg- 
ment upon  this  question ;  and  one  of  the  propositions  decided,  as 
stated  in  the  syllabus  of  the  case,  is  the  following:  '^The  courts 
have  jurisdiction  to  interfere  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  and  exam- 
ine the  grounds  upon  which  the  executive  warrant  for  the  appre- 
hension of  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice  from  another  State  is 
issued,  and,  in  case  the  papers  are  defective  and  insufficient,  to 
discharge  the  prisoner." 

In  The  MaUer  of  Manchester^  5  Cal.  237,  it  was  held  that 
^^  where  a  party  escaped  from  another  State  is  arrested  as  a  fugi- 
tive from  justice,  the  judiciary,  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  have 
jurisdiction  to  examine  into  the  case ;  and  although  the  courts 
possess  no  power  to  control  the  executive  discretion,  and  compel 
^a  surrender,  yet  the  executive  having  once  acted,  that  discretion 
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may  be  examined  into,  in  every  case  where  the  liberty  of  the 
subject  is  involved." 

In  Ex  parte  WiUard  dk  Wife^  the  opposite  doctrine  was 
adopted  in  1814  by  Judge  Ray  of  South  Carolina,  who  held  that 
the  case  of  a  person,  arrested  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  by  tlie 
warrant  of  a  Governor,  is  excepted  from  the  habeas  carpus 
remedy  ^^  by  the  operation  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States."    (Sergt.  Const.  Law,  pp.  895,  396.) 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  legislature  of  a  State,  in  organiz- 
ing its  courts  and  defining  their  powers,  may,  unless  restrained 
by  a  special  provision  in  the  constitution  thereof,  establish  such 
an  exception ;  yet  there  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  and  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  that  has  this  effect. 

The  fact  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  is  authorized  by  Federal 
law,  upon  the  conditions  specified,  to  cause  the  accused  party  to 
be  arrested  and  delivered  up,  does  not  imply  any  negation  of 
power  in  courts  to  inquire,  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  whether  the 
party  arrested  is  restrained  of  his  liberty  in  conformity  with  the 
conditions  named.  If  such  is  not  the  fact,  as  may  be,  and  in 
several  instances  has  been  the  case,  then  the  arrest  is  illegal ;  and 
for  this  the  writ  of  habeas  corp'iis  is  the  proper  remedy.  There 
is  no  reason  in  the  nature  of  the  proceeding,  or  in  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  Executive,  why  the  remedy  should  not  apply  to 
such  a  case. 

SBonoN  II. 

Cases  of  Habeas  Cokpus. 

Courts  are  not  the  direct  agency,  provided  for  by  law,  in  the 
arrest  and  delivery  of  criminals  who  have  fled  from  one  State  or 
Territory  to  another ;  and  the  only  mode  in  which  they  can  exer- 
cise any  power  in  such  cases,  after  a  requisition  has  been  made, 
and  an  executive  warrant  of  arrest  and  delivery  has  been  issued, 
is  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into 
the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest  and  detention.  This  power  they 
have  frequently  exercised,  and  in  the  exercise  thereof  they  liave 

had  occasion  to  construe  the  Constitution  and  law  of  Congress  on 
this  subject. 

The  special  object  of  this  section  will  be  to  state  a  list  of  cases, 
some  of  which  have  already  been  referred  to,  in  which  the  courts 
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have  considered  the  law  on  the  subject  of  extradition,  and  ex- 
pressed their  opinions  in  regard  to  it.  These  cases  give  the  con- 
struction of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  as  found  m  judicial 
decisions.    The  proposed  list  is  as  follows : 

1 .  The  State  t.  BHzine,  and  The  State  t.  Sehlemm^  4  Ear- 
ring. 678^  577.  These  two  cases  are  placed  together  because 
they  are  identical  as  to  the  party  arrested,  and  as  to  the  charge  of 
crime. 

The  first  case  arose  from  a  preliminary  proceeding  before  a 
magistrate,  in  which  one  Adams  was  accused  of  crime,  and  arrested 
by  order  of  the  magistrate,  in  anticipation  of  a  requisition  from 
the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the  issue  of  a  warrant  for 
his  arrest  by  the  Governor  of  Delaware.  Chief  Justice  Booth, 
upon  the  hearing  of  this  case  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpvSy  held 
that  a  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  has  power  to  order  the  arrest 
of  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  another  State,  before  the  demand 
for  his  delivery,  and  also  that  the  acts  charged  against  Adams  did 
not  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny,  but  were  merely  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  on  this  ground  he  discharged  him  from  the  arrest. 

Adams  was  immediately  arrested  again,  in  reference  to  the 
same  acts,  by  a  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  Delaware,  issued  upon 
the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  and  delivered 
to  Edmund  Schlemm,  as  the  agent  of  the  latter  State.  He  sued 
out  a  second  writ  of  haheaa  corpus  /  and  this  brought  the  case 
again  before  Chief  Justice  Booth,  in  The  State  v.  Schlemm.  In 
regard  to  the  case,  as  thus  presented,  the  Chief  Justice  said : 

"  If  the  return  of  the  habeas  carpus  sets  forth  that  the  party 
is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  that  he  was  demanded  as  such,  and 
was  arrested  and  committed  for  the  purpose  of  being  surrendered, 
the  only  inquiry  is,  whether  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  1793  have  been  complied  with.  If  the  fact  is  shown  by 
the  return,  and  by  the  warrant  of  the  executive  authoritv  under 
which  the  fugitive  has  been  arrested,  it  constitutes  a  just  and 
legal  cause  for  his  imprisonment  and  detention.  The  right  and 
power  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  tne  first 
section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  1793,  to  demand,  arrest,  com- 
mit and  surrender  fugitives  from  justice,  are  exclusively  vested 
in,  and  confided  to,  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from 
which  the  fugitive  has  escaped,  and  that  of  the  State  where  he 
has  taken  refuge.     To  authorize  the  latter  to  take  cognizance  of 
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the  case,  and  to  perforin  the  duty  imposed  npon  him,  the  act  of 
Congress  prescriDes : " 

'' Ist.  That  the  demand  shall  be  made  by  the  executive  of  the 
State  from  which  the  fugitive  has  fled." 

^'  2d.  That  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  of  an  aflSdavit 
made  before  a  magistrate  charging  the  person  demanded  with 
having  committed  a  crime,  shall  be  product  with  the  demand." 

''  3a.  That  such  copy  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit  shall  be 
certified  as  authentic  by  the  executive  of  the  State  from  which 
the  poi*son  so  charged  has  fled." 

"  These  mattei's  are  intrusted  to  the  judgment  of  the  executive 
npon  whom  the  demand  is  made ;  and  if  his  mind  is  fully  sati^ 
fied  in  regard  to  them,  the  act  of  Congress  makes  it  his  imperative 
duty  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  arrested,  and  delivered  up  to  the 
regularly  constituted  agent  of  the  State  from  which  lie  lied. 
The  warrant  of  the  executive  under  the  great  seal  of  the  State, 
reciting  the  facts  necessary,  under  the  act  of  Congress,  to  give 
him  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  would,  in  my  opinion,  at  the  hearing 
of  the  habeas  corpuSy  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
these  facts,  of  his  judgment  in  relation  to  them,  and  of  a  com- 
pliance with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
acts  of  Congress.  No  investigation  therefore  in  such  a  case  can 
be  made  beyond  the  warrant  of  the  executive,  and  no  examina> 
tion  into  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  alleged  offense,  with 
which  the  party  stands  charged." 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  before  him,  the  Chief 
Justice  still  further  said : 

"  In  the  present  case,  the  return  fully  sets  forth  copies  of  all 
the  documents  transmitted  by  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  to 
the  executive  of  this  State,  with  the  warrant  of  the  latter  and 
the  appointment  of  Schlemm  as  the  agent  of  Pennsylvania,  to 
receive  the  prisoner  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  and  carry  him  to 
that  State.  It  appears  that  all  the  requisites  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress have  been  complied  with.  No  suggestions  or  exceptions 
have  been  made  to  tne  return.  It  is  therefore  admitted  to  be 
true.  And  although  my  belief  is  that  the  alleged  offense  with 
which  the  prisoner  is  charged  is  the  same  which,  upon  the  ex- 
amination of  witnesses  at  the  hearing  of  the  former  habeas  corpus 
clearly  appeared  to  be  a  breach  of  tmst,  and  not  a  larceny,  he 
must  be  remanded  because  the  return  in  this  case  is  conclusive." 

Adams,  being  remanded,  was  taken  to  Pennsylvania,  and  there 
on  habeas  corpus^  and  after  an  examination  into  the  facts  of  the 
case,  was  discharged  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  did  not  consti- 
tute a  larceny,  but  amounted  merely  to  a  breach  of  trust 
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The  extradition  of  Adams  in  this  case  wasclearly  not  in  parsn- 
ance  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law.  He  was  not  really  charged 
with  any  crime ;  and  when  crime  is  not  charged  there  is  no  case 
for  extradition,  however  regular  the  papers  may  be  in  other  re- 
spects. It  is  diiBcalt  to  see  why  Chief  Justice  Booth  having  dis- 
charged Adams  in  The  State  v.  Bmme^  because  no  crime  was 
charged,  should  not  also  for  the  same  reason  have  discharged 
him  in  The  State  v.  Schlemm.  The  reason  was  just  as  good  in 
the  latter  case  as  it  was  in  the  former. 

It  is  true  that  the  first  arrest  was  by  the  warrant  of  a  magistrate, 
and  the  second  was  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  Delaware ; 
and  yet  the  subject-matter  on  which  both  arrests  were  founded 
was  the  same  in  both  cases,  and  in  neither  case  was  a  crime  really 
charged.  The  two  decisions  of  Chief  Justice  Booth  are  inconsis- 
tent with  each  other,  unless  we  assume  that  neither  the  Governor 
of  a  State  on  whom  a  demand  is  made,  nor  a  court  in  hearing  a 
case  on  habeas  carpus^  when  a  party  has  been  arrested  under  the 
warrant  of  the  Governor,  with  all  the  papers  before  it,  is  to  pass 
judgment  at  all  upon  the  question  whether  a  crime  has  been 
charged. 

This  assumption  is  not  correct.  It  is  not  tnie  that  the  question 
whether  a  crime  is  charged  belongs  exclusively  to  the  authorities 
of  the  demanding  State  or  Territory.  It  belongs  equally  to  the 
State  or  Territory  asked  to  make  the  delivery,  since  the  charge 
of  crime  is  one  of  the  grounds  of  the  obligation  of  delivery.  It 
is,  hence,  necessary,  in  making  the  charge,  to  set  forth  the  sub- 
stantial facts  that  constitute  the  crime,  in  order  that  the  Governor 
to  whom  the  demand  is  addressed  may  have  some  means  of  judg. 
ing  whether  a  prima  facie  case  of  crime  has  been  presented  to  him 
in  the  indictment  or  affidavit.  There  is  no  other  way  of  making 
a  legal  charge  of  crime ;  and  it  is  only  from  such  a  recital  of  facts 
in  the  charge  that  a  Governor,  asked  to  make  the  delivery,  can  de- 
termine whether  he  ought  to  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest  and  sur- 
render, or  a  court,  on  habeas  corpus^  can  determine  whether  the 
warrant,  if  issued,  is  lawful.  If  Chief  Justice  Booth  was  right  in 
discharging  Adams  in  The  State  v.  JSminSy  then  he  was  wrong 
in  remanding  him  to  custody  in  ITie  State  v.  Schlemm. 

8.  Ex  parte  Joseph  Smith,  3  MeLean,  121  •  —  This  case 
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State  of  Arkansas,  to  the  effect  that  the  relator  stood  chai^ged 
with  the  crime  of  forgery  in  that  State."  "These,"  said  the 
court,  "were  altogether  insufficient  to  give  the  Governor  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  case.  The  representations  of  the  executive  of  the  de- 
manding State  are  of  no  effect  unless  supported  by  a  duly  authen- 
ticated  copy  of  the  indictment  found  or  the  affidavit  made. 
These  are  prerequisites  to  the  issue  of  the  warrant ;  and  without 
these  it  is  void  and  gives  no  authority  to  arrest  and  detain  the 
person  alleged  to  be  charged." 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  ruling  in 
this  case.  The  law  of  Congress  makes  the  certified  copy  of  the 
indictment  or  affidavit,  charging  the  crime,  an  indispensable  con- 
dition to  the  obligation  of  delivery,  and,  consequently,  to  the 
issue  of  the  warrant  of  arrest. 

4.  Jackson's  Case^  2  Flip.  183.  —  This  case  was  considered 
by  Judge  Withey,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Western  District  of  Michigan.  The  judge  remarked  that  "  the 
right  to  hold  the  relator  depends  wholly  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  warrant  of  extradition  on  its  face,  and  nothing  else,  and  with 
our  present  views  we  should  not  be  disposed  to  look  behind  the 
warrant ; "  and  then,  having  stated  the  recitals  of  the  warrant,  he 
proceeded  to  say  that  "  the  warrant  does  not  state  that  it  has  been 
satisfactorily  shown  to  the  Governor  of  Michigan  that  Jackson 
has  fled  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  or  from  justice." 

As  to  this  omission  in  the  warrant,  the  judge  further  said : 

"  Had  the  G-ovemor  of  Michigan  stated  in  his  warrant  that  it 
had  been  satisfactorily  shown  to  him  that  Jackson  had  fled  from 
justice,  or  was  a  fugitive  from  justice,  from  Massachusetts,  sudi 
statement  would  be  prima  fade  sufficient  and  probably  con- 
clusive. There  are  judgments  which  seem  to  be  well  considered, 
holding  the  warrant  would,  if  prima  facie  sufficient,  be  con- 
clusive, and  that  courts  will  not  go  behind  it  in  such  cases.  But 
it  is  manifest,  if  the  warrant  fails  *o  recite  or  state  any  conclusion 
of  the  executive  issuing  it  that  the  person  charged  has  fled,  and 
recites  only  tliat  the  demanding  Governor  has  so  represented, 
that  the  warrant  is  not  legally  sufficient  to  authorize  the  arrest 
and  extradition.  It  is  a  common  principle  that  a  process  of  arrest 
must  be  legally  sufficient  on  its  face.  We  are  called  upon  to  say 
whether  this  warrant  of  extradition  is  prima  facie  sufficient 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Congress,  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not." 
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The  objection,  made  by  Judge  Withey  to  the  warrant  of  the 
Governor  of  Michigan  in  this  case,  consisted  in  the  fact  that  the 
Governor  had  not  formally  stated  in  the  warrant  that  it  had  been 
satisfactorily  shown  to  him  that  Jackson  was  a  fugitive  from  jus- 
tice. The  general  recitals  of  the  warrant  did  not  set  forth  all  the 
conditions  specified  in  the  Constitution  and  the  law;  and  for  this 
reason  the  judge  held  that  it  was  not  sufficient  on  its  face  to 
authorize  the  arrest  and  detention  of  Jackson. 

The  question  whether  the  accused  party  is  a  fugitive  from 
justice  or  not,  is  jurisdictional,  and  the  fact  that  he  is  such  must 
be  shown  to  the  Governor  by  legal  evidence  before  he  issues  his 
warrant  of  arrest,  and  the  warrant  itself  must  declare  that  the 
fact  has  been  thus  shown.  A  failure  in  the  warrant  to  make  this 
declaration  is,  according  to  the  ruling  in  this  case,  fatal  to  its 
validity.  The  mere  fact  that  a  warrant  has  been  issued  will  not 
be  taken  as  proof  that  the  party  is  a  fugitive  from  justice ;  and 
so  the  certificate  of  the  demanding  Governor,  according  to  Judge 
Withey,  is  not  legal  evidence  of  this  fact.  The  party  must  be 
shown  by  "  sworn  evidence,  such  as  will  authorize  a  warrant  of 
arrest  in  any  other  case,"  to  be  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  unless 
this  is  thus  shown,  there  is  no  authority  for  his  arrest.  If  it  is 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Governor,  then  he  must  so  state 
in  the  warrant  of  extradition.     Such  is  the  doctrine  of  this  case. 

Whether  the  party,  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpusj  would 
be  entitled  to  contradict  and  disprove,  by  parol  evidence,  such  a 
statement  on  the  part  of  the  Governor,  is  a  point  that  was  not 
considered  in  this  case.  It  has  been  held,  in  other  cases  that  will 
appear  in  the  sequel,  that  the  accused  part}**  has  this  right. 

6.  Kingsbury's  Case^  10ft  Mass.  223.  —  The  legal  doctrines 
stated  in  the  syllabus  of  this  case  are  the  following : 

(1.)  That  the  issue  of  a  warrant  by  the  Governor,  under  the 
Gen.  Stats.,  ch.  177,  §  3,  for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  from  the 
justice  of  another  State,  upon  the  demand  of  the  Governor 
thereof,  is  conclusive  that  the  demand  is  conformable  to  law  and 
ought  to  be  complied  with,  unless  there  is  some  defect  apparent 
on  the  record. 

(2.)  That  the  certificate  of  the  Governor  of  another  State  in 
demanding  of  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth  to  surrender  a 
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fugitive  from  justice,  that  a  copy,  produced  with  the  demand,  of 
a  complaint  made  on  oath  to  a  person  styled  a  trial  justice  of  the 
peace  in  said  State,  charging  the  fugitive  with  crime,  is  authen- 
tic, sufficiently  authenticates  the  capacity  of  the  person  as  a 
magistrate  authorized  to  receive  the  complaint,  within  both  the 
U.  S.  St.  of  1793,  ch.  7,  §  1,  and  Gen.  Stats.,  ch.  177,  §  1. 

(3.)  That  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  sworn  evidence  required 
by  the  Gen.  Stats.,  ch.  177,  §  1,  to  accompany  the  demand  of  the 
Governor  of  another  State  on  the  Governor  of  this  Common- 
wealth for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  from  justice,  should  be  an- 
nexed to  the  demand. 

(4.)  That  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Governor,  under  Gen.  Stats., 
ch.  177,  §  3,  for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of 
another  State,  which  recites  generally  the  requisition  for  the  sur- 
render, and  that  it  is  conformable  to  law  and  ought  to  be  com- 
plied with,  is  snflScient  without  a  further  recital  of  facts  on  which 
it  is  founded. 

The  court,  in  this  case,  recognized  the  validity  of  the  extradi- 
tion law  of  Massachusetts  as  a  guide  to  the  Governor  in  the  sa^ 
render  of  fugitive  criminals.  The  "  sworn  evidence,"  required 
by  this  law  and  referred  to  by  the  court  relates  to  the  question 
whether  the  party  charged  with  crime  is  a  fugitive  from  justice. 
This  evidence  must  accompany  the  demand,  though  it  need  not  be 
physically  annexed  to  it.  The  certificate  of  the  demanding  Gover- 
nor is  conclusive  as  to  the  authenticity  of  the  complaint  when 
this  is  the  form  of  charging  the  crime  ;  and  the  warrant  of  the 
delivering  Governor,  if  it  generally  recites  the  facts  set  forth  in 
the  requisition,  and  if  the  record  before  the  court  shows  no  de- 
fect in  this  warrant  or  in  the  recitals  thereof,  is  also  conclusive 
as  to  the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest.  Such  is  the  substance  of  the 
legal  doctrines  involved  in  this  case. 

6.  Brown's  Case,  1 12  Mass,  409.  The  ruling  of  the  court  in 
this  case  was  as  follows : 

(1.)  That  the  term  "other  crime,"  used  in  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  statutes  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  relative  to  the  surrender  of 
fugitives  from  justice,  means  any  offense  indictable  by  the  htws 
of  the  demanding  State. 
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(2.)  That  a  statement,  in  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this 
Commonwealth  for  the  an'est  and  delivery  of  an  alleged  fugitive, 
that  the  fugitive  is  "  charged  with  the  crime  of  selling  and  fur- 
nishing intoxicating  liquors  contrary  to  the  laws  of  Vermont,  and 
represented  to  be  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  said  State  of  Vei^ 
inont,"  shows  that  he  has  been  charged  with  a  crime  against  the 
laws  of  that  State,  and  is  a  sufficient  allegation  to  that  effect. 

The  general  doctrine  of  this  case  is  that  the  question,  whether 
the  acts  charged  are  criminal,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  laws  of 
the  demanding  State  or  Territory,  and  not  by  those  of  the  State 
or  Territory  asked  to  make  the  delivery, 

7.  Davis's  Case,  122  Mass.  324.  —  The  court,  after  referring 
in  this  case  to  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution,  the 
laws  of  Congress  for  its  execution,  and  the  statutes  of  Massa- 
chusetts, proceeded  to  say :  "  The  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  the 
Commonwealth  iBj}riina  facie  evidence,  at  least,  that  all  necessary 
legal  prerequisites  have  been  complied  with,  and,  if  the  previous 
proceedings  appear  to  be  regular,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
right  to  remove  the  prisoner  to  the  State  from  which  he  fled." 
The  authorities  cited  on  this  point  are.  Commonwealth  v.  IlaU,  9 
Gray,  262 ;  Kingsbury's  (Jose,  106  Mass.  223;  Brown's  Case,  112 
id.  409 ;  and  Taylor  v.  Taintor,  16  Wall.  366. 

Davis  was  charged  by  indictment  with  obtaining  goods  in  Ver- 
mont by  false  pretenses ;  and,  having  fled  from  that  State  to 
Massachusetts,  he  was  demanded  of  the  latter  State  by  the  execu- 
tive of  the  former.  The  Governor  of  Massachusetts,  finding  the 
papers  to  be  regular  and  in  due  form,  issued  his  warrant  for  the 
arrest  and  surrender  of  the  accused  party ;  and,  in  hearing  the 
case  on  liabeas  corpus,  the  court  held  these  papers  and  this  war- 
rant to  be  conclusive  as  to  the  right  of  removing  him  to  the  State 
whose  laws  he  was  charged  with  violating,  and  remanded  him  to 
custody. 

To  the  allegation  that  the  indictment  did  not  show  a  crime 
against  the  laws  of  Vermont,  the  court  replied  :  "  When  an  in- 
dictment appears  to  have  been  returned  by  a  grand  jury,  and  is 
certified  as  authentic  by  the  Governor  of  the  other  State,  and  sub- 
stantially charges  a  crime,  this  court  caimot,  on  habeas  corpus, 
discharge  the  prisoner  because  of  formal  defects  in  the  indict- 
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ment ;  but  tho  sufficiency  of  the  charge,  as  a  matter  of  tedinical 
pleading,  is  to  be  tried  and  determined  in  the  State  in  which  the 
indictment  was  found."  This  being  conclusive  against  the  prid- 
oner,  the  court  omitted  to  pass  upon  the  question,  '^  whether  the 
warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth,  issued  upon  the 
demand  and  certificate  of  the  Governor  of  Vermont,  would  pre- 
clude the  court  from  inquiring  and  determining  whether  the  iih 
dictment  was  defective  in  substance." 

8.  The  Matter  of  Clark,  9  Wend.  21 2.— Chief  Justice  Savj^ 
having  referred  to  the  law  of  Congress  on  the  subject  of  inter- 
State  extradition,  said  in  this  case : 

"  In  order  therefore  to  give  the  Governor  of  this  State  juris- 
diction in  such  a  case,  three  things  are  requisite :  1.  The  ftigi- 
tive  must  be  demanded  by  the  executive  of  the  State  from  which 
he  fled.  2.  A  copy  of  the  indictment  found  or  an  affidavit  made 
before  a  magistrate  charging  the  fugitive  with  having  committed 
the  crime.  3.  Such  copy  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit  must  be 
certified  as  authentic  by  tne  executive.  If  these  prerequisites  have 
been  complied  with,  tnen  the  warrant  of  the  Govei'nor  has  prop- 
erly issued,  and  the  prisoner  is  legally  restrained  of  his  liberty.'* 

Holding  that  these  prerequisites  had  been  complied  with  in  the 
case  before  the  court,  the  Chief  Justice  further  said  that  '^  the 
Governor  of  New  York  had  full  power  and  authority  to  issue  liis 
warrant,  to  direct  Clark  to  be  arrested  and  delivered  over  to  the 
agent  of  the  State  of  Ehode  Island." 

9,  The  People,  ex  rel.  Lawrence,  y,  Brady,  56  N,  ¥•  182,— 

This  case  came  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  on  a  writ  of  error  to  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  the  first  judicial  department,  to  review  the  judgment  af- 
firming the  proceedings  before  Judge  Brady,  one  of  the*  Judges 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  upon  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpxiSy  which  pro- 
ceedings were  brought  up  for  review  by  a  writ  of  certiorari^  and 
dismissing  the  writ  of  certiorari. 

The  papers  upon  which  the  Governor  of  New  York  had  issued 
his  warrant  for  the  arrest  and  extradition  of  Lawrence,  on  the  de- 
mand of  the  Governor  of  Michigan,  were  before  the  court.  Judge 
Andrews,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :    ^^  The  ques- 


THE  PEOPLE,  EX  BEL.  LAWRENOB,  Y.  BBADT.  471 

tion  arising  in  the  case,  and  upon  which  its  determination  must, 
we  think,  depend,  is  whether  the  papers  presented  to  the  executive 
of  this  State,  and  upon  which  the  rendition  of  the  relator  as  a  fu- 
gitive from  justice  was  demanded,  were  in  form  and  substance 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  the  executive  warrant  under 
which  the  relator  is  held."  This  question  being  answered  in  the 
negative,  Lawrence  was  discharged. 

The  points  considered  and  determined  in  this  case,  as  set  forth 
in  the  syllabus  of  the  opinion  delivered  by  Judge  Andrews,  are 
the  following : 

(1.)  Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  the  obliga- 
tion of  a  State  to  deliver  up  a  fugitive  from  justice,  on  demand 
of  the  executive  authority  of  another  State,  arises  when  the  fugi- 
tive is  charged  with  crime  within  the  State  demanding  the  sur- 
render and  liaving  jurisdiction  of  the  offense.  The  question  of 
his  guilt  or  innocence  is  wholly  immaterial;  but  there  must  be  a 
charge  of  a  violation  of  the  criminal  law  of  the  demanding  State. 

(2.)  It  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  obligation  to  surrender 
that  the  executive  of  the  State,  upon  whom  the  demand  is  made, 
be  apprised  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  duty  depends. 

(3.)  Where  the  demand  is  supported  by  an  affidavit  as  author- 
ized by  the  act  of  Congress  of  1793,  no  less  degree  of  certainty  is 
admissible  than  is  required  in  an  indictment  for  the  same  offense. 
If  any  distinction  exists,  the  affidavit  should  be  more  full  and  ex- 
plicit ;  and  the  offense  should  be  therein  distinctly  and  plainly 
charged. 

(4.)  A  requisition  from  the  Governor  of  Michigan  upon  the 
Governor  of  New  York  was  accompanied  by  affidavits,  in  substiince, 
charging  the  fugitive  with  confederating  with  others  to  cheat  and 
defraud  a  person  of  his  property  by  false  pretenses  and  devices, 
and  that  the  conspirators  did  obtain  the  property  with  intent  to 
cheat  and  defraud.  The  false  pretenses  were  not  set  out,  nor  the 
means  by  which  the  cheat  was  to  have  been  and  was  effected.  It 
was  held  upon  the  facts :  (a.)  That  the  affidavits  were  not  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  issuing  of  the  executive  warrant.  (4.)  That 
they  did  not  necessarily  charge  a  crime,  as  the  thus  obtaining  prop- 
erty was  not,  by  the  common  law,  in  all  cases  a  crime.  (<?.)  That 
it  was  not  made  to  appear  that  the  fugitive  was  guilty  of  any 
offense  punishable  by  the  laws  of  Michigan,     (d.)  That  if  a  con- 
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spiracy  to  do  a  wrongful  act  affecting  the  property  of  another  is 
an  offense  by  the  laws  of  that  State,  although  neither  the  end  nor 
the  means  are  criminal,  that  fact  should  have  been  shown  by  the 
affidavits,  {e.)  That  the  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
law  of  that  State,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof,  the  presumption  is 
that  the  courts  of  that  State  agree  with  those  of  New  York  in 
declaring  and  interpreting  the  common  law. 

(5.)  It  was  also  held  that  the  fact,  that  an  inferior  magistrate  of 
the  State  of  Michigan  had  issued  a  warrant  of  arrest  upon  the  same 
proof,  did  not  justify  the  inference  that  a  legal  crime  was  charged 
in  the  affidavits. 

(6.)  The  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  interfere  by  writ  of  Adbeag 
corpus  and  to  examine  the  grounds  upon  which  the  executive 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice 
from  another  State  is  issued,  and,  in  case  the  papers  are  defective 
and  insufficient,  to  discharge  the  fugitive. 

(7.)  Previous  adjudications  in  proceedings  by  habeas  corpus  are 
no  answer  to  a  new  writ  where  the  relator  is  restrained  of  his  lib- 
erty. The  decision  under  one  writ,  refusing  to  discharge  him, 
does  not  bar  the  issuing  of  a  second  writ  by  another  court  or 
officer. 

Judge  Andrews,  after  presenting  the  legal  doctrines  thns  snm- 
marized  in  the  syllabus  of  this  case,  said :  '^  These  considerations 
lead  to  a  reversal  of  the  order  of  the  General  Term,  and  to  the 
discharge  of  the  relator." 

The  points,  to  be  specially  observed  in  this  case,  are  these : 
1.  That  the  court,  having  before  it  the  papers  upon  which  tlie 
Governor  of  New  York  had  issued  his  warrant  of  arrest,  assumed 
and  exercised  the  right  of  judicially  testing  the  validity  of  the 
warrant  by  these  papers.  2.  That  the  affidavits,  by  wliich  Law- 
rence was  charged  with  crime,  were  by  the  court  held  to  be  fatally 
defective  in  that  they  did  not  show  the  acts  charged  to  be  criminal 
under  the  laws  of  Michigan,  and  hence  did  not  supply  the  \e^ 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  demand  and  the  obligation  of 
delivery.  3.  That  the  question  whether  these  affidavits  did  charge 
a  crime  or  not  was  not  regarded  as  belonging  exclusively  to  the 
demanding  State,  but  was  treated  as  one  proper  for  tlie  consider- 
ation and  determination  of  the  State  on  which  the  demand  was 
made. 
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The  ruling  in  this  case  is  plainly  not  consistent  with  that  of 
Chief  Justice  Booth  in  The  State  v.  Schlemm^  4  Harring.  577.  In 
that  case  the  return  to  the  writ  of  haheots  carpus^  setting  forth  the 
Governor's  warrant,  was  regarded  as  conclusive  of  the  right  to 
hold  the  prisoner,  even  though  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  the 
offense  charged  was  not  larceny,  but  was  simply  a  breach  of  trust. 
In  this  case  the  fact  that  a  crime  was  not  really  charged  was 
deemed  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  Governor's  warrant,  however 
regular  the  proceedings  may  have  been  in  other  respects.  The 
latter  is  clearly  the  better  view  of  the  law. 

10.  The  People^  ex  rel.  Draper^  t.  Plnkerton^  77  N.  T.  245. 

—  This  case  was  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  General  Terra  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  the  second  judicial  depart- 
ment, affirming  the  order  of  the  Special  Tenn  which  dismissed  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpue^  and  remanding  the  relator  to  custody. 
(17  Hun,  199.) 

The  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  set  forth  that  the  relator 
was  held  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  a  copy  of  which  was  annexed 
and  made  part  of  the  return,  and  read  as  follows : 

"  Whereas^  It  has  been  represented  to  me  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  Massachusetts,  that  John  Leary,  James  Brady,  James 
Draper,  and  James  Grier  stand  charged  with  the  crime  of  break- 
ing and  entering  the  Northampton  ^iational  Bank,  and  stealing 
the  moneys  thereof,  committed  in  the  county  of  Hampshire  in 
said  State,  and  have  taken  refuge  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and 
the  said  Governor  of  Massachusetts  having  in  pursuance  of  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  demanded  of  me  that 
I  shall  cause  the  said  John  Leary,  James  Brady,  James  Draper, 
and  James  Grier  to  be  arrested  and  delivered  to  Bobert  A. 
Pinkerton,  who  is  duly  authorized  to  rec*eive  them  into  his  custody 
and  convey  them  back  to  said  State  of  Massachusetts  "  :  and 

"  Whereas^  The  said  representation  and  demand  are  accompanied 
by  a  cojw  of  the  indictment,  whereby  the  said  John  Leary,  James 
!§rady,  James  Draper,  and  James  Grier  are  charged  with  the  said 
crime,  and  with  havine  fled  from  said  State,  and  taken  refuge  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  which  is  certified  by  the  said  Governor 
of  Massachusetts  to  be  duly  autheuticated,  you  are  therefore 
required  to  arrest  and  secure  the  said  John  Leary,  James  Brady, 
James  Draper,  and  James  Grier,  wherever  they  may  be  found 
within  the  State,  and  to  deliver  them  into  the  custody  of  the  said 
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Bobert  A.  Pinkerton,  to  be  taken  back  to  the  State  from  which 
they  fled,  pursuant  to  the  said  requisition." 

The  papers  referred  to  in  this  warrant  were  not  before  the  conrt, 
and  hence  the  question  to  be  determined  was  whether  the  warrant 
itself,  in  view  of  the  above  recitals  of  fact,  was  sufficient  authority 
for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  James  Draper  to  the  agent  of  Mas- 
sachusetts.   In  answer  to  this  question  the  court  said : 

^'  The  only  material  question  which  seems  to  be  presented  in 
this  case,  is  whether  a  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State  for 
the  arrest  of  a  tWiti ve  from  the  justice  of  another  State,  contain- 
ing the  recital  ox  facts  necessarv  to  confer  authoritv  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  is  a  sufficient  justifica- 
tion for  holding  the  prisoner  when  brought  up  on  habeas  carpus^ 
without  producing  the  papers  or  evidence  on  which  the  Governor 
acted.  We  have  no  doubt  tliat  the  recitals  are  to  be  taken  as 
prima  facie  true  at  least,  and  that  the  return,  setting  forth  the 
warrant  containing  such  recitals,  is  sufficient.  When  the  affidavit 
or  indictment,  charging  the  offense,  appears  either  by  the  return 
or  otherwise,  a  very  different  question  is  presented.  This  court 
has  held,  in  the  case  of  an  affidavit,  that  it  is  competent  for  the 
court  to  examine  and  determine  whether  a  felony  has  been  legally 
charged,  and  if  not,  to  discharge  the  prisoner.  (The  People  v. 
Brady,  66  N.  Y.  182.)'' 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  warrant  is  to  be  deemed  con- 
clusive, and  whether  it  is  competent  for  the  prisoner  to  prove 
that  the  papers  presented  to  the  Governor  were  defective,  the 
court  expressed  no  opinion,  since  the  question  did  not  arise  in  this 
case. 

The  court  sustained  the  action  of  the  General  Term  in  the  dis^ 
posal  of  the  case  in  ITie  People,  ex  rel.  Draper,  v.  Pinkerton,  17 
Hun,  199.  Judge  Gilbert  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  General 
Term,  in  which  the  following  doctrines  were  set  forth : 

(1.)  That  when  a  warrant  is  issued  by  the  Governor  for  the 
rendition  of  a  fugitive  from  justice,  the  court  cannot  go  behind 
the  warrant  and  inquire  into  the  truth  of  the  facts  recited  in  it 

(2.)  That  the  Governor,  in  determining  that  the  act  of  Con- 
gress has  been  complied  with,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into 
the  truth  of  the  charges  made,  or  to  look  outside  of  the  papers  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  person  demanded  is  a  fugitive  from 
justice. 
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(3.)  That  the  fact  that  the  person  has  committed  a  crime  iu 
another  State,  and  that  he  is  found  in  this  State,  establishes  con- 
clusively that  he  is  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

(4.)  That  where  the  rendition  warrant  is  accompanied  by  the 
papers  on  which  it  is  issued,  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  papers,  as  a  compliance  with  the  act  of  Congress,  is  before  the 
court. 

The  third  of  the-abov^  propositions  was  made  the  subject  of 
special  comYnent  in  chapter  YI  of  this  Part,  to  which  the  reader 
is  referred.  The  doctrine  stated  by  Judge  Gilbert  will  not  stand 
the  test  of  critical  examination,  and  is  contrary  to  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  courts  in  several  well-considered  cases. 

11  •  The  People,  ex  rel.  Oordon^  v.  Donohne,  84  N.  T.  488« 

—  This  case  was  removed  to  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  by 
a  writ  of  error  to  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
York,  in  the  first  judicial  department,  for  the  purpose  of  review- 
ing an  order  of  the  General  Term,  affirming  an  order  of  Judge 
Donahue,  which  dismissed  a  writ  of  habeaa  corpus  issued  in  behalf 
of  James  Gordon,  who  was  in  the  custody  of  an  agent  of  Con- 
necticut, which  agent,  in  his  return  to  the  writ,  set  forth  in  sub- 
stance that  he  held  and  detained  Gordon  under  a  warrant  of  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  issued  upon  a  requisition  of 
the  Governor  of  Connecticut,  which  warrant  recited  the  facts  as 
to  the  requisition  and  the  accompanying  papers  as  the  reason  for 
its  issue. 

The  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case  affirms  the  following  propo- 
sitions : 

(1.)  That  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  (art.  4,  §  2),  requir- 
ing the  surrender  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  a  State, 
of  fugitives  from  justice  charged  with  "  treason,  felony  or  other 
crime,"  who  are  found  in  another  State,  and  the  provision  of  the 
United  States  statutes  giving  practical  effect  thereto  (§  5278)  em- 
brace every  criminal  offense  and  every  act  forbidden  and  made 
punishable  by  the  law  of  the  State  where  the  act  was  committed. 

(2.)  That  where  the  papers  upon  which  a  warrant  of  extradition 
is  issued  are  withheld  by  the  executive,  the  warrant  itself  can  only 
be  looked  to  for  the  evidence  that  the  essential  conditions  of  its 
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issue  have  been  complied  with,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  it  recites  what 
the  law  requires. 

(3.)  That  where,  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  a  warrant  of  ex- 
tradition issued  by  the  Governor  of  this  State  was  alone  returned, 
which  recited  a  representation  by  the  Governor  of  Connecticut 
that  the  prisoner  stood  charged  with  the  crime  of  theft  committed 
in  said  State,  that  said  Governor  has  demanded  his  arrest  and 
extradition,  that  the  demand  was  accompanied  by  affidavits,  etc, 
whereby  the  prisoner  is  charged  with  said  crime  and  with  having 
fled  from  said  State,  and  that  such  papers  were  certified  by  said 
Governor  to  be  duly  authenticated,  the  warrant  fully  complied 
with  the  statute,  and  sufficiently  established  the  conditions  neces- 
sary to  its  issue,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  therein  the 
facts  constituting  the  alleged  crime. 

Judge  Finch,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  tliis  case, 
said: 

"  Where  the  preliminary  papers  upon  which  a  warrant  of  ex- 
tradition has  been  granted  are  produced  and  are  before  us,  it  is 
our  right  and  our  duty  to  examine  them,  and  judge  and  determine, 
where  our  process  is  invoked,  whether  they  are  sufficient,  under 
law,  to  warrant  the  extradition.  This  was  done  in  The  People^ 
ex  rel.  Lawrence^  v.  Brady  (56  N.  Y.  182),  because  those  papers 
were  before  the  court.  *  *  *  *  Where,  however,  the  papers 
upon  which  the  warrant  is  founded  are  not  produced,  but  are  with- 
held by  the  executive  in  the  exercise  of  oilicial  discretion  and 
authority,  we  can  look  only  to  the  warrant  itself  and  its  recitals 
for  the  evidence  that  the  essential  conditions  of  its  issue  have  been 
fulfilled.  (77w  People^  ex  rel.  Draper^  v.  Pinkertotiy  77  N.  Y. 
245.)" 

Whether  these  papers  shall  be  furnished  or  not,  in  connection 
with  a  return  to  a  writ  of  h<ibea8  corpus^  and  as  a  part  of  the 
return,  is  a  matter  for  the  Governor  issuing  the  warrant  to  deter- 
mine in  the  exercise  of  his  own  discretion.  He  may  furnish  them 
or  he  may  decline  to  do  so ;  and,  in  the  latter  event,  the  court  has 
no  power,  by  a  writ  of  certiorari^  to  compel  their  production,  and 
must  take  the  recitals  of  the  warrant  in  respect  to  the  existence 
and  general  contents  of  the  papers  as  being  tnie.  These  recitals 
are  conclusive  as  to  the  facts  set  forth,  and  hence  not  open  to 
denial  in  the  absence  of  the  papers  to  which  they  refer.  When, 
however,  the  papers  are  produced  before  the  court,  then  the  re- 
citals of  the  warrant  may  be  tested  by  the  papers. 
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If  tho  recitals  of  the  warrant,  in  the  absence  of  the  papers,  are 
not  sufBcient  on  their  face,  or  if,  when  the  papers  are  before  the 
conrt,  thej  are  not  sustained  by  these  papers,  then  in  either  event 
the  party  arrested  is  entitled  to  be  discharged.  It  is  only  when 
all  the  conditions  of  the  law  are  legally  shown  to  have  been  com- 
plied with,  that  the  arrest  is  to  be  deemed  lawful. 

12,  The  People^  ex  rel.  Conners,  t.  Beilly^  11  Hnn,  89, — 

This  case  was  considered  and  determined  by  the  General  Term  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  the  first  judicial  department. 
It  came  before  the  conrt  upon  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  Court 
of  Oyer  and  Terminer  of  New  York  city,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
viewing an  order  thereof  dismissing  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
Chief  Judge  Davis  stated  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  embraced 
in  the  following  propositions : 

(1.)  That  one  in  custody  of  the  sheriff  by  virtue  of  a  war- 
rant of  extradition  issued  by  the  Governor  directing  him  to  de- 
liver such  person  to  the  designated  agent  of  the  State  making  the 
requisition,  is  not  a  '^  person  detained  in  the  common  jail  of  any 
such  county  upon  a  criminal  charge,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 27  of  chapter  400  of  1847,  authorizing  the  Court  of  Oyer  and 
Terminer  to  issue  a  writ  of  haheas  corpus, 

(2.)  That  such  conrt  has  no  power  to  issue  such  said  writ  in 
the  case  first  mentioned. 

8.)  That  where  an  officer  of  this  State,  having  authority  so 
to  do,  issues  a  writ  in  such  a  case,  the  warrant  of  the  Governor 
is  not  conclusive  upon  him,  but  it  is  his  duty,  upon  the  return,  to 
examine  the  affidavits  presented  to  the  Governor,  and  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  crime  was  properly  and  sufficiently  charged 
therein. 

Chief  Judge  Davis  referred  to  the  ruling  of  the  New  York 
Court  of  Appeals  in  I7i>e  People^  ex  reL  Laurretioey  v.  Brady ^  56 

N.  Y.  182,  in  support  of  the  third  of  the  above  propositions. 
The  language  applies  where  such  affidavits  are  made  a  part  of  the 
return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  and  has  no  application  when 
nothing  but  the  executive  warrant  is  before  the  court. 

13,  The  Matter  of  John  Leary^  lOBen^  197,  —  Leary  being 
held  by  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  in  pur- 
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snance  of  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  upon  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Massachns^;ts  for 
his  extradition  aB  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  latter  State, 
applied  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  South- 
ern District  of  New  York,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

The  writ  was  allowed,  and  at  the  hearing  the  sheriff  in  his  re- 
turn to  the  writ  produced  the  warrant  oi  the  Qt)vemor  of  the 
State  of  New  York  as  his  authority  for  holding  the  prisoner  in 
custody.  Judge  Choate,  in  his  deliverance  in  this  case,  laid  down 
the  following  propositions  of  law  : 

(1.)  That  when  the  prisoner  is  held  under  an  extradition  war- 
rant of  the  Governor  of  a  State,  which  recites  that  it  was  issued 
upon  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  another  State,  accompa- 
nied by  a  copy  of  an  indictment  for  burglary,  certified  as  duly 
authenticated,  the  warrant  is  conclusive  evidence  that  the  person 
named  therein  stands  charged  with  crime  in  such  other  State, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  section  5278  of  the 
Eevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

(2.)  That,  although  the  prisoner  by  his  traverse  to  the  return 
denies  that  any  such  charge  of  crime  was  made,  or  that  there  is 
any  sach  indictment  against  him,  and  craves  cyer  of  the  same,  and 
demands  that  the  respondent  be  put  to  the  proof  thereof,  it  is  n<it 
necessary  for  the  respondent  to  produce  a  copy  of  such  indict- 
ment or  of  the  reqaisition  of  the  Governor  of  the  demanding 
State,  and  that  the  prisoner  is  not  entitled  to  a  writ  of  certiorari 
or  other  process  against  the  Qt)vemor  to  compel  the  production 
of  the  papers  on  which  the  warrant  was  issued,  and  that  it  is  not 
necessary  that  copies  of  said  papers  should  be  annexed  to  the 
warrant,  or  that  a  copy  of  the  indictment  authenticated  in  the 
mode  provided  by  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  authentication  of 
the  records  of  one  State  to  be  used  in  another  State  (Rev.  Stats^ 
§  906),  should  be  produced  to  the  Governor  before  the  issue  of 
the  warrant. 

(3.)  That  where  the  petition  for  habeas  corpus  and  the  traverse 
to  the  return  denied  that  the  prisoner  was  a  fugitive  from  justice, 
or  the  person  named  in  the  warrant,  and  the  respondent  produced 
a  witness  that  he  attended  the  session  of  the  grand  jury  in  the 
county  in  which  by  the  warrant  it  appeared  that  the  crime  of  bnr- 
glary  was  charged  to  have  been  committed,  and  that  the  subject 
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of  inquiry  was  the  said  burglary,  and  that  he  was  sworn  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  that  his  testimony  related  to  J.  L.  and  others  and  the 
meeting  of  said  persons,  and  that  the  J.  L.  referred  to  in  his  tes- 
timony was  the  prisoner,  and  that  he  procured  the  warrant  from 
the  Governor,  this  was  sufficient  evidence,  at  least  prima  fddej 
that  the  prisoner  whose  name  was  J.  L.  was  the  same  person 
named  in  the  warrant  and  a  fugitive  from  justice,  although  the 
witness  on  cross-examination  testified  that  he  never  saw  the  pris- 
oner in  such  other  State. 

(4.)  That  the  word  "crime"  in  the  article  of  the  Constitutioh 
relating  to  inter-State  extradition  and  the  statute  (Eev.  Stat., 
§  5278),  includes  every  act  made  criminal  by  the  law  of  the  de- 
manding State,  whether  it  was  so  at  common  law  or  not,  even 
though  made  so  by  a  law  subsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  passage  of  said  act  of  Congress. 

(5.)  That  on  habeas  carpus  the  question  of  the  identity  of  the 
prisoner  with  the  person  named  is  always  open. 

These  points  were  considered  at  large  by  Judge  Choate  in  his 
deliverance ;  and  on  their  basis  he  remanded  the  prisoner  to  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  holding  that  the  custody  was  by  lawful  author- 
ity. The  papers  on  which  the  Governor  of  New  York  had  issued 
his  warrant  were  not  before  the  court ;  and  hence  the  question 
was  whether  the  warrant  itself,  being  taken  as  true,  was  sufficient 
in  its  recitals  to  justify  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  prisoner. 
This  question  was  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

14.  The  Matter  of  Benjamin  W.  Briscoe,  51  How.  Pr.  422.— 

This  case  arose  out  of  a  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Georgia, 
addressed  to  the  Qt)vemor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  for  the  arrest 
and  delivery  of  Briscoe  as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  former 
State. 

The  papers  accompanying  the  requisition  were  the  following : 
1.  An  affidavit  of  Perkenson  that  Briscoe  was  not  in  the  State  of 
Georgia,  but  was  in  the  State  of  New  York.  2.  A  warrant  for 
his  arrest  issued  in  Georgia.  3.  A  return  of  the  deputy  sheriff 
that  he  was  not  to  be  found  in  Fulton  county  in  Georgia.  4.  A 
copy  of  the  indictment  found  against  him,  stating  the  acts  which, 
according  to  the  laws  of  Georgia,  constituted  the  crime  charged. 
5.  A  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  that  the  copy  was  a  true 
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copy.  6.  The  certificate  of  the  judge  of  the  court  that  the  derk 
thus  certifying  was  the  clerk  of  the  court.  7.  The  certificate  of 
the  Governor  of  Georgia  that  the  indictment  was  duly  authen- 
ticated. 

Judge  Westbrook,  upon  the  hearing  of  this  case,  held  that  the 
Governor  of  New  York  had  authority,  under  the  law  of  Congress, 
to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  and  extradition  of  Briscoe,  and 
hence  that  the  act  of  the  Governor  in  issuing  the  warrant  was  not 
void  for  the  want  of  power.  He  also  claimed  the  right  of  the 
court,  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus^  to  examine  into  tlie  law- 
fulness of  such  action. 

Coming  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  as  presented  by  the  requisi- 
tion and  the  accompanying  papers,  the  judge  said : 

"  Briscoe  was  indicted  in  the  State  of  Georgia  for  tlie  fraudu- 
lent conversion  of  property  intrusted  to  him,  as  a  commission 
merchant,  to  be  sold.  As  the  act  of  1 793  makes  the  evidence  of 
the  right  to  demand  the  fugitive  *  the  copy  of  the  indictment 
found,'  and  such  a  copy  was  produced  to  the  Governor  of  this 
State,  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
alleged  offense  charged  iu  the  indictment  is  one  known  to  the  laws 
of  our  State,  and  if  not,  whether  or  not  proof  should  have  accom- 
panied the  papers  showing  that  it  was  a  crime  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Georgia.  In  Ths  Matter  of  Laiorence  (56  N.  Y. 
182),  before  referred  to,  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  demanding  evi- 
dence that  the  alleged  offense  charged  in  the  afiidavit  was  a  crime 
under  the  laws  of  Michigan,  put  it  upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
appear  that  an  indictment  had  been  found  against  the  relator,  and 
the  fact  that  an  inferior  magistrate  had  issued  a  warrant  of  arrest 
upon  the  same  proof  as  was  presented  to  the  executive  of  this 
State,  does  not  justify  the  inference  that  a  legal  crime  was  chai^ged 
in  the  affidavits.  As  the  case  before  us  is  directly  within  the^w 
of  Congress,  our  conclusion  is  that  the  indictment  produced  is 
sufficient  evidence  that  tlie  party  is  charged  with  a  crime  known 
to  the  laws  of  Georgia,  and  that  no  valid  exception  exists  to  the 
order  of  the  Governor  upon  this  ground." 

Briscoe,  however,  at  the  time  the  Governor's  warrant  was  issned, 
was  held  by  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  un- 
der an  order  of  arrest  in  a  civil  action  made  by  Judge  Donohne ; 
and  the  sheriff  refused  to  deliver  him  up  to  the  agent  of  Georgia. 
Judge  Westbrook,  as  we  have  seen  in  another  chapter,  declined  to 
discharge  him  from  tliis  arrest,  holding  that  the  matter  involved 
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therein  must  be  legally  disposed  of  before  the  warrant  of  the 
Governor  could  become  effective,  and  also  holding  that  under  the 
laws  of  New  York  he  had  no  power  to  grant  a  discharge  in  sucli 
a  case. 

15.  The  Matter  of  Yoorhees,  3  Yroom^  141* — The  prisoner, 
in  this  case,  had  been  arrested  under  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  New  Jersey,  upon  a  requisition  from  the  Governor  of 
New  Hampshire.  The  return  to  the  writ  of  hdheaa  corpuBy  issued 
on  the  application  of  Voorhees,  brought  before  the  court  the  fol- 
lowing papers :     1.  A  copy  of  the  indictment  against  Yoorhees. 

2.  A  copy  of  the  warrant  of  arrest  issued  in  New  Hampshire. 

3.  A  copy  of  the  officer's  return  that  he  could  not  find  Yoorhees 
in  that  State.  4.  The  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  New  Hamp- 
shire. 5.  The  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  New  Jersey.  All  these 
papers  were  duly  certified  and  authenticated. 

Chief  Justice  Beasley  remanded  the  prisoner  to  custody,  giving 
an  opinion  which,  as  summarized  in  the  syllabus,  is  as  follows : 

(1.)  The  words  "  other  crime,"  used  in  the  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution relative  to  fugitives  from  justice,  mean  any  offense  indict- 
able by  the  laws  of  the  State  demanding  the  surrender. 

(2.)  If  the  demand  be  made  in  due  f  onn,  and  the  requisite  docu- 
ments exhibited,  the  duty  to  surrender  is  not  discretionary,  but 
merely  ministerial. 

(3.)  If  the  copy  of  the  indictment,  accompanying  the  requisition, 
contain  a  charge  of  the  commission  of  a  crime  against  the  laws  of 
the  State  making  the  demand,  the  tribunals  of  the  State  in  which 
the  criminal  is  found  will  not  consider  or  pass  upon  the  sufficiency 
of  the  indictment  as  a  matter  of  technical  pleading. 

(4.)  When  a  person  infringes  the  criminal  laws  of  the  State, 
and  departs  therefrom,  without  waiting  to  abide  the  consequences 
of  such  act,  he  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  constitutional  provision  in  question. 

Chief  Justice  Beasley  held  in  this  case  that  all  the  conditions 
of  the  right  to  demand  and  the  obligation  to  deliver  a  fugitive 
criminal,  as  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  liad  been  complied  with,  and  for  this  reason  remanded  the 
prisoner  to  custody. 

61 
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16.  Wilcox  y.  Nolze,  34  Ohio  St.  520.—  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Ohio,  in  this  case,  laid  down  the  following  doctrine : 

"  The  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  (arti- 
cle 4,  §  2),  and  the  act  of  Congress  (U.  S.  Eev.  Stat.,  §  5278), 
whicli  provide  for  the  extradition  of  those  who  shall  flee  from 
justice,  and  be  found  in  another  State,  are  confined  to  persons  who 
are  actually,  and  not  merely  constructively,  present  in  the  demand- 
ing State  when  they  commit  the  acts  char&jed  against  them ;  and, 
in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpitaj  for  discharge  from  arrest  on  a 
warrant  of  extradition  issued  by  a  Governor  in  compliance  with 
the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  another  State,  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  that  there  had  been  no  such  actual  presence 
of  the  accused  in  the  demanding  State." 

This  ruling  rejects  altogether  the  theory  of  a  constructive  pres- 
ence in  the  demanding  State  where  the  alleged  offense  was  com- 
mitted.  The  party  must  have  been  acttuzUy  there  at  the  time  of 
the  offense,  in  order  to  bring  the  case  within  the  intent  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  law.  And  if  the  question,  in  a  proceeding 
on  habeas  corpus^  arises  whether  he  was  there  or  not,  then  the 
doctrine  of  the  court  is  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
that  he  was  not  there.  The  court  issuing  the  writ  oi habeas  carpus 
would,  according  to  this  niling,  be  permitted  to  look  beyond  tlte 
return  to  the  writ,  and  hear  other  evidence  on  such  a  question  of 
fact,  and  if  so,  then  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  Governor  of  a 
State  to  whom  a  demand  is  addressed  may  not  do  the  same  thing. 
He  must  be  satisfied  by  legal  evidence  that  the  accused  party 
was  actually  in,  and  has  actually  fled  from,  the  demanding  State. 

Judge  Okey,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case, 
said :  "  The  Governor  of  a  State,  in  issuing  his  warrant  of  extra- 
dition, acts  in  an  executive,  and  not  a  judicial  capacity.  He  is 
not  permitted  to  try  the  question  whether  the  accused  is  guilty  or 
not  guilty.  He  is  not  to  regard  a  departure  from  the  prescribed 
form  for  making  the  application,  or  aa  to  the  manner  of  charginj^ 
the  crime,  in  any  matter  not  of  the  substance,  and  he  is  not  to  be 
controlled  by  the  question  whether  the  offense  is  or  is  not  a  crime 
in  his  own  State,  the  inquiry  being  whether  the  act  is  punishable 
a9  a  cringe  in  the  demanding  State.  Nor  have  the  oourts  larger 
powers,  in  any  respect,  than  the  Governor." 

The  last  point  in  this  statement  deserves  to  be  specially  noticed. 
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The  coarts,  in  coneidering  a  case  upon  haheaa  corpus^  can  deter- 
mine no  question  of  law  or  fact  in  respect  to  the  obligation  of 
delivery  which  the  Governors  of  States  have  not  an  equal  right 
to  consider  and  determine  in  ascertaining  whether  the  obligation 
exists.  On  this  question  one  and  the  same  law  is  the  rule  for 
both. 

17.  Ex  parte  SheldOD^  84  Ohio  St.,  319.—  The  legal  points 
determined  in  this  case  are  the  following : 

(1.)  The  certificate  of  authentication  provided  for  in  section 
5278  of  the  lievised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  is  not  required 
to  be  in  any  particular  form,  and  when  the  language  employed  by 
the  demanding  executive  in  the  requisition  shows  the  copy  of  the 
indictment  annexed  thereto  to  be  authentic,  it  is  suiBcient. 

(2.)  It  is  no  ground  for  discharging  a  fugitive  from  justice  on 
habeas  corpus^  that  the  indictment,  after  charging  embezzlement 
by  way  of  conclusion  in  the  same  court,  also  avers  that  the  defend- 
ant committed  larceny. 

(3.)  Where  from  the  authenticated  copy  of  the  indictment 
annexed  to  the  requisition,  it  appears  that  the  fugitive  stands 
charged  in  the  demanding  State  with  embezzlement,  the  printed 
statutes  of  such  State,  purporting  to  be  published  by  its  authority, 
may  be  received  to  show  that  embezzlement*  is  made  a  crime  by 
the  laws  of  that  State. 

(4.)  After  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice  has  been  arrested  on 
an  extradition  warrant,  he  will  not  be  discharged  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  evidence  before  the  executive  issuins:  the  war- 
rant,  showing  that  the  fugitive  had  fled  from  the  demanding 
State  to  avoid  prosecution. 

In  respect  to  the  last  of  these  points  the  prosecuting  attorney 
was  shown  by  the  extradition  papers  to  have  stated :  "  That  said 
Sheldon  is  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  the  said  State  of  Missouri, 
and  he  has  reason  to  believe  and  does  believe  that  the  said  Sheldon 
is  now  in  the  city  of  Columbus  in  Ohio."  This  averment  by  the 
prosecuting  attorney  in  Missouri  was  held  to  be  prima  facie 
evidence  that  Sheldon  had  fled  from  the  justice  of  that  State,  and 
sufficient  on  that  point  to  bring  the  case  within  the  Constitution 
and  the  law. 
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18.  Work  V.  Covington,  34  Ohio  St.  64.— The  qnestion 
before  the  coiii*t  in  this  ease  was  whether,  whea  a  warrant  of  ex- 
tradition has  been  issued  and  the  party  has  been  arrested  and 
delivered  to  the  agent  of  the  demanding  State,  but  has  not  been 
actually  removed  from  the  State  in  whicli  the  arrest  was  made, 
the  Governor  of  the  latter  State  has  power  to  revoke  and  cancel 
the  warrant,  and  thus  in  effect  discharge  the  prisoner.  This  ques- 
tion as  stated  in  a  previous  chapter,  was  answered  in  the  affinna- 
tive. 

Judge  Okey,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case, 
took  occasion  to  comment  on  the  powers  of  Governors,  under  the 
Constitution  and  the  law,  in  extradition  cases.  He  remarked  that 
"  it  is  a  mistake  to  say  that,  in  determining  whether  a  case  conieTn- 
plated  in  the  provision  is  presented,  the  Governor  upon  whom 
the  demand  is  made  is  vested  with  no  discretion."  He  added 
that  '^  it  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution did  not  foresee,  when  they  vested  this  necessary  but 
dangerous  power  in  the  chief  magistrate  of  a  State,  that  occasion 
would  arise,  in  the  discharge  of  such  duty,  for  the  exercise  of 
judgment  and  discretion." 

"Courts,"  as  the  Judge  continued  to  say,  "have  dischai^ged 
the  fugitive  on  habeas  corpus^  notwithstanding  he  was  in  cnstodj 
under  the  warrant  of  extradition,  where  the  offense  charged  was 
not  a  crime  or  not  punishable  by  indictment  in  the  demanding  State, 
or  was  not  triable  there  as  of  right  by  a  jury,  where  the  accused  had 
never  been,  in  person,  within  the  demanding  State,  or  where  the  pa- 
pers on  which  the  demand  was  made  were  forgeries,  or  plainly  in- 
sufficient in  the  matter  of  substance.  {The  People  v.  Brady ^  56  X. 
Y.  182.)  If  courts  may  rightly  discharge  in  such  cases,  it  is  mani- 
fest a  Governor  may,  for  the  same  cause,  withhold  his  warrant,  and 
if  he  may  withhold  his  warrant,  it  seems  reasonable  that  he  should 
have  the  power  to  revoke  it  on  the  same  grounds." 

Carrying  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  Governor  beyond 
these  "  causes,"  Judge  Okey  further  said  :  "  No  satisfactory  rea- 
son can  be  perceived  why  a  Governor  should  issue  or  obey  a  requi- 
sition where  he  is  satisfied  that  the  sole  object  of  the  party  com- 
plaining is  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  private  claim  for  money. 
Such  an  abuse  of  power  is  equivalent  to  a  fraudulent  use  of  it" 

There  is  great  force  io  these  observations.    It  was  not  the  de- 


THE  0A6E  OF  HOOPER.  485 

sign  of  the  Constitntion  that  the  extradition  power  should  be 
used  for  anj  purpose  other  than  the  one  which  it  specifies.  Any 
other  use  is  simply  a  fraud  under  the  forms  of  law. 

19.  The  Case  of  Hooper^  62  Wis.  609.  —  The  warrant  of  the 
Govi-mor  of  Wisconsin  recited  in  this  case  tliat  it  had  been  repre- 
sented to  him  by  the  Governor  of  Kansas  that  the  party  de- 
manded stands  "  charged  with  the  crime  of  obtaining  illicit  con- 
nection with  a  female  of  good  i-epute  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  under  a  promise  of  marriage,  committed  in  the  county 
of  Labette  in  said  State."  It  also  showed  that  the  requisition  of 
the  Governor  of  Kansas  was  accompanied  by  a  duly  authenticated 
copy  of  an  inf onnation  filed  in  that  State  against  the  party,  charg- 
ing him  with  the  ofiense  specified.  On  the  basis  of  these  recitals 
in  the  warrant  the  court  held  as  follows : 

(1.)  That  this  is  sufficient  j^riw^^yiwi^  evidence  that  the  party 
was  charged  with  a  crime  imder  the  laws  of  Kansas,  for  which  he  is 
liable,  under  section  %  article  4  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  to 
be  arrested  in  this  State,  and  delivered  up  on  demand  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Kansas. 

(2.)  That  our  statute  which  makes  the  seduction  of  an  unmar- 
ried female  of  previous  cliaste  character,  under  a  promise  of  mar- 
riage, punishable  by  imprisonment,  defines  substantially  the  of- 
fense charged  in  the  warrant ;  and  the  presumption  is  that  the 
laws  of  Kansas  are  like  our  own. 

(3.)  That  it  is  a  sufiicient  compliance  with  section  5278  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  that  the  requisition  is  ac- 
companied by  a  copy  of  an  information  filed  in  Kansas,  instead 
of  an  indictment  found  or  an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate. 

It  was  objected  in  this  case  that  the  charge  of  crime  was  made 
by  an  information,  and  not  by  an  indictment  or  affidavit  as  speci- 
fied in  the  law  of  Congress.  To  this  Chief  Justice  Cole  replied  : 
^'  The  intent  of  that  law  obviously  is  that  the  charge  of  crime 
must  be  made  in  the  regular  course  of  judicial  proceedings  in 
the  form  of  an  information  filed  by  the  proper  law  officer,  an  in- 
dictment, or  other  action  known  to  the  law  of  the  State  in  which 
the  offense  was  committed."  An  infonnation  is,  in  certain  cases, 
the  legal  equivalent  of  an  indictment. 
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20.  Ex  parte  Swearinger,  13  S.  Car.  74.— The  ruling  of  tlic 
court  in  this  case  was  as  follows ; 

(1.)  Whenever  the  Governor  of  a  State  demands  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  another  State  the  body  of  a  person  as  a  fugitive  from  jus- 
tice, producing  at  the  same  time  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found  or 
an  affidavit  made,  certified  to  be  authentic  by  the  demanding 
Governor,  and  showing  that  the  person  demanded  is  charged  with 
the  commission  of  some  crime  in  the  State  from  which  lie  has  fled, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Governor  upon  whom  the  demand  is  made  to 
cause  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  the  person  demanded. 

(2.)  It  cannot  be  objected  to  such  arrest  and  delivery  that  the 
prosecution  was  instituted  and  the  affidavit  was  made  by  a  citizen 
of  this  State,  in  the  State  where  the  crime  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed. 

(3.)  The  absence  of  an  affidavit  charging  the  person  to  be  a 
fugitive  from  justice  is  not  fatal  to  the  requisition. 

(4.)  The  term  "flee from  justice,"  in  article  4,  section  2  of  tlio 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  includes  cases  where  a  citi- 
zen of  one  State  commits  a  crime  in  another  State  and  then  returcs 
to  his  home. 

(5.)  Where  a  prisoner  is  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  under  ji 
mandate  issued  by  the  Governor  of  this  State  in  pursuance  of  a 
requisition  from  the  Governor  of  Georgia,,  and  such  mandate  re- 
quires the  delivery  of  the  prisoner  to  the  agent  of  the  Governor 
of  Georgia,  the  prisoner  will  not  be  discharged  because  that  man- 
date contains  no  order  for  his  arrest. 

Chief  Justice  Willard  dissented  from  the  first  and  third  of  the 
above  rulings,  taking  the  ground  that,  in  oMer  to  make  the  case 
specified  in  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  it  is  necessary  to  show 
by  legal  evidence  that  the  accused  party  is  actually  a  fugitive  from 
justice.  No  such  fact,  as  he  maintained,  was  shown  in  this  case : 
and  hence  a  fundamental  condition  of  extradition,  as  he  claimed, 
was  absent.  The  court,  however,  proceeded  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  denial  that  the  party  was  a  fugitive  from  justice  was  set- 
ting up  a  defense  in  the  nature  of  an  (dibiy  going  to  the  merits  of 
the  case.  This  is  a  mistake.  The  denial  simply  calls  in  question 
the  right  to  hold  the  accused  party  at  all,  because  compliance  witli 
all  the  conditions  of  such  right  is  not  shown.  The  view  of  Chief 
Justice  Willard  is  the  better  view  of  the  question. 
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21.  Jones  and  Atkinson  y.  Leonard,  60  Iowa,  106.— The 
ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case  embraced  the  following  particulars : 

1.  That  the  determination  of  the  Governor  that  the  sworn  evi- 
dence, accompanying  a  requisition,  is  sufficient  to  establish  the 
facts  upon  which  the  requisition  is  based,  is  not  conclusive  of  the 
matters  therein  set  forth.  2.  That  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Iowa 
who  is  charged  with  having  been  constructively  guilty  of  an  offense 
in  another  State,  upon  which  a  requisition  is  based,  but  who  never 
in  fact  has  fled  therefrom,  is  not  a  fugitive  from  justice  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

The  latter  of  these  points  was  considered  in  the  chapter  on  the 
"  Flight  from  Justice,"  where  this  and  other  cases  are  cited  with 
reference  to  the  point. 

28.  Nichols  y.  Gornelins,  7  Ind.  611. —  It  appeared  from  the 
papers  in  this  case  that  the  Governor  of  Indiana,  upon  a  requisi- 
tion from  the  Governor  of  Kentucky,  issued  his  warrant  for  the 

arrest  of  Pamelia  Cornelius,  as  a  fugitive  from  justice.  The  war- 
rant stated  that  a  requisition  has  been  made,  which  set  forth  that 
Pamelia  Cornelius  had  been  indicted,  etc.,  a  certified  copy  of  which 
indictment  accompanied  the  requisition.  The  warrant  directed 
the  accused  party  to  be  delivered  to  James  T.  Nichols  as  the  duly 
appointed  agent  to  receive  and  convey  her  to  Kentucky.  Nich- 
ols made  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  issued  in  her  behalf, 
that  he  held  the  prisoner  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  of  the  Governor, 
producing  the  same,  but  did  not  in  the  return  produce  a  copy  of 
the  indictment  found  on  which  the  warrant  was  based. 

The  court  held  as  follows:  1.  That,  in  making  the  return  to 
the  writ,  it  was  not  necessary  to  produce  a  copy  of  the  indictment. 

2.  That  the  warrant  was  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  indictment 
was  pending  against  the  prisoner  as  alleged  therein.  3.  That  the 
warrant  sufficiently  showed  the  agent's  authority,  without  produc- 
ing any  authority  from  the  Governor  of  Kentucky. 

23.  Hartman  y.  Aveline,  63  Ind.  344.— The  ruling  in  this  case 
was  as  follows : 

(1.)  That  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  9,  1867  (R,  S.  1876,  p. 
421),  ill  relation  to  fugitives  from  justice,  expressly  authorizes,  and 
neither  section  2  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution,  nor  section  5278  of 
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the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  forbids,  a  court  of  this 
State  to  inquire  whether  or  not  the  person  charged  is  really  a  fugi- 
tive from  justice. 

(2.)  That  the  mere  recitals  contained  in  the  requisition  of  the 
Governor  of  another  State,  for  the  deliverj  of  an  alleged  fugitive 
from  justice,  are  not  sufficient  of  themselves  to  authorize  the  arrest 
and  surrender  of  the  alleged  fugitive. 

(3.)  That  one  who,  at  and  continuously  after  the  alleged  time 
of  the  commission  of  a  crime  by  him  in  another  State,  has  been  in 
this  State,  is  not  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

21.  Ulbler  y.  The  State,  43  Texas,  197.— Two  of  the  nil. 
ings  in  this  case  were  as  follows : 

(1.)  That  a  requisition  made  upon  the  Governor  of  Texas  by 
the  Governor  of  a  sister  State,  for  the  arrest  of  one  claimed  as  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  is  sufficient  authority  for  the  issuance  of  an 
order  by  the  Governor  of  Texas  for  an  arrest,  and  a  prisoner 
arrested  under  such  circumstances  could  only  obtain  relief  on 
habeas  corpu%  by  showing  that  the  presumption  on  which  the 
Governor  of  Texas  acted  was  unfounded  in  fact. 

(2.)  That  when  a  copy  of  an  indictment  accompanying  a  re- 
quisition upon  the  Governor  of  Texas,  for  one  claimed  to  be  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  is  certified  as  authentic  by  the  Governor 
who  makes  the  requisition,  no  further  authentication  is  needed 
under  section  5278  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States; 
and  the  absence  of  a  seal  to  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  ooort 
in  which  the  indictment  purports  to  have  been  found,  or  of  a  file- 
mark  on  the  indictment,  will  not  be  noticed  in  this  court  on  habeas 
corpus, 

25.  Mohr's  Case,  2  Alabama  Law  Journal,  457. —  The  Su- 
preme Court  of  Alabama  laid  down  the  following  doctrines  in  this 
case: 

(1.)  No  court  or  judicial  officer  of  a  State  has  jurisdiction  to 
issue  a  writ  of  habeas  carpus  for  the  discharge  of  a  person  held 
under  the  authority  or  claim  and  color  of  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  by  an  officer  of  that  Government. 

(2.)  This  principle,  and  the  reasons  on  which  it  is  founded, 
have  no  application  where  the  person  applying  for  the  writ  is  held 
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iu  custody  by  an  ofBcer  or  agent  of  another  State,  under  the 
authority  of  a  demand  from  the  Governor  thereof,  as  a  fugitive 
from  jnstice,  and  a  warrant  of  arrest  from  the  Governor  of  this 
State  based  on  that  demand.  The  detaining  officer,  in  sucli  ease, 
is  not  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States,  but  is  an  agent  of 
the  State  whose  executive  made  the  demand  ;  and  the  courts  of 
this  State  have  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  the  im- 
prisonment or  detention. 

(3.)  The  statute  which  provides  that,  if  the  return  to  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  shows  that  the  petitioner ''  is  in  custody  for  any 
public  offense  committed  in  any  other  State  or  Territory,  for 
which  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  he  should 
be  delivered  up  to  the  authority  of  such  State  or  Territory,"  he 
should   be   surrendered    (Code,    §   4957),     is  perhaps,  merely 

declaratory  of  what  the  law  would  require  in  the  absence  of  the 
statute  and  does  not  preclude  the  petitioner  from  showing  that  his 
case  is  in  fact  not  within  the  class  of  cases  intended  to  be  covei*ed  by 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States. 

(4.)  The  extradition  clause  of  the  Fedenil  Constitution,  and 
the  act  of  Congress  designed  to  carry  it  into  effect  (Rev.  Stat.  U. 
S.,  §  5278),  have  reference  only  to  crimes  actually  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  demanding  State,  and  while  the 
authorities  do  not  agree  in  the  exact  definition  of  a  "  fugitive  from 
justice,"  within  the  meaning  of  these  provisions,  it  is  very  certain 
that  a  person  who  was  not  within  the  bounds  of  the  demanding 
State  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense,  and  has  never  since  been 
within  its  jurisdiction,  cannot  be  considered  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice. 

(5.)  As  to  what  questions  can  be  reviewed  by  the  writ  oihaJ)ea8 
corpus^  iu  cases  of  extradition,  the  authorities  are  not  in  harmony, 
but  it  is  well  settled  that  the  court  or  judicial  officer  has  no  power 
to  go  behind  the  indictment  or  atBdavit  charging  the  offense, 
with  the  view  of  investigating  the  question  of  the  prisoner's 
guilt  or  innocence,  and  it  is  also  settled  that  even  where  the 
papers  are  regular  on  their  face,  and  make  out  2k  prima  fade  case 
for  the  Governor's  warrant,  his  warrant  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
the  fact  that  the  prisoner  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  but  may  be 
contradicted  by  proof  that  he  was  never  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  demanding  State. 

62 
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Judge  Somerville,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this 
case,  while  conceding  that  the  certified  copy  of  the  indictment  or 
affidavit,  by  which  the  charge  of  crime  is  made,  is,  in  a  proceed- 
ing on  Jiobeas  coi^pas^  to  be  accepted  as  importing  absohite  verity 
and  therefore  not  open  to  denial,  if  in  fact  a  crime  is  really 
charged,  took  the  broad  ground  that,  in  such  a  proceeding,  the 
question  whether  the  accused  party  was  actually  in  the  demand- 
ing State  at  the  time  of  thoalleged  offense,  and  had  fled  therefrom, 
was  open  to  inquiry  by  the  court,  and  that  the  finding  of  the 
Governor  upon  tliis  point  is  not  necessarily  conclusive,  but  may 
be  disputed  and  disproved  by  the  prisoner. 

The  flight  from  justice,  though  not  any  part  of  the  crime  charged, 
is,  nevertheless,  a  jurisdictional  fact,  and  if  it  be  not  establidied 
by  legal  evidence,  the  case  contemplated  in  the  Constitution  and 
the  law  is  not  made  out.  Whether  it  is  established  or  not  the 
court,  accoixling  to  the  ruling  in  this  case,  may,  in  a  proceeding 
on  haheds  corpus^  consider  and  determine,  unless  excluded  from 
the  inquiry  by  statutory  regulation. 

26.  The  Case  of  In  re  Doo  Woon,  IS  Fed.  Rep.  898.  — 

This  case  came  before  Judge  Deady,  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  Oregon,  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  in 
behalf  of  Doo  Woon,  who  was  a  Chinaman  residing  in  Or^jon, 
and  was  in  custody  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  extradition  issued 
by  the  Governor  of  Oregon,  upon  the  requisition  of  the  Gover- 
nor of  California  for  his  arrest  and  delivery  as  a  fugitive  from 
the  justice  of  the  latter  State. 

As  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction  to  consider  the  case,  the  court 
having  referred  to  the  law  of  the  United  States  relating  to  inter- 
State  extradition,  said  :  "  This  is  a  case  arising  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  in  which  the  prisoner 
is  in  custody  under  the  order  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  and  therefore  this  court  has  jurisdiction.''  It  was 
not  claimed  by  Judge  Deady  that  the  jurisdiction  is  exclusive  of 
a  similar  jurisdiction  by  State  courts  in  such  cases. 

The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  this  case  was  issued  and  served  on 
the  11th  of  December,  1883;  and  the  petition  for  the  writ  de- 
clared that  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  Oregon  under  which 
Doo  Woon  was  arrested  and  held  was  insufiieient,  for  the  reason 
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that  it  did  not  appear  therefrom  that  he  was  charged  with  any 
specific  crime,  and  did  appear  that  he  was  only  charged  with  the 
crime  of  felony  generally.  The  next  day  the  officer  holding  him 
produced  his  body  in  court,  and  by  consent  was  allowed  to  make 
his  return  to  the  writ  on  the  following  day.  The  return,  which 
was  made  on  the  13th  of  December,  declared  that  Doo  Woon  was 
lield  under  a  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  California,  which  war- 
rant was  dated  the  12th  of  December,  and  set  forth  that  the 
prisoner  was  charged  with  the  crime  of  feloniously  and  unlawfully 
embezzling  the  property  of  the  party  specified  to  the  amount  of 
$230. 

It  appeared,  on  the  hearing  of  the  case,  that  this  warrant  issued 
on  the  12th  of  December,  referred  to  in  the  return,  was  not  the 
one  upon  which  the  caption  was  made  and  the  prisoner  was  de- 
tained at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  that 
it  was  issued  after  such  service,  and  that  the  warrant  under  which 
the  prisoner  was  arrested  and  detained  did  not  set  forth  the  crime 
with  which  he  was  charged,  otherwise  than  as  stated  in  the  pe- 
tition for  the  writ.  Judge  Deady  discharged  the  prisoner  from 
the  arrest,  holding  that,  unless  the  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  shows  that  the  caption  and  detention  are  legal  at  the  time 
of  the  service  of  the  writ,  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  discharged, 
and  also  holding  that  a  return  showing  a  caption  and  detention 
upon  valid  process  since  such  service  is  not  sufficient. 

Doo  Woon  was  then  immediately  arrested  on  the  second  warrant 
issued  by  the  Governor  of  Oregon ;  and  on  the  14:th  of  December 
a  second  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  granted  and  made  returnable 
forthwith.  It  was  objected,  on  the  hearing,  that  it  did  not  appear 
from  this  warrant  that  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Cali- 
fornia was  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  an  indictment  or  affidavit 
charging  the  crime,  as  required  by  the  law  of  Congress.  Judge 
Deady,  on  this  ground,  held  the  warrant  to  be  illegal  and  void 
and  discharged  the  prisoner  from  the  arrest  under  it. 

27.  The  State  v.  Hufford,  28  Iowa,  891.—  The  ruling  of  the 
court  in  this  case  was  as  follows: 

(1.)  That  chapter  191  of  the  Revision,  providing  for  the  arrest 
and  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice,  contemplates  that  a  charge 
of  crime  against  the  person  to  be  arrested  and  delivered  up  must 
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be  made  in  the  State  where  the  crime  was  committed,  in  the  form 
of  an  indictment,  information,  or  accusation  known  to  the  law  of 
such  State,  before  some  court,  magistrate,  or  officer  thereof. 

(2.)  That,  in  an  action  on  a  forfeited  bail  bond  taken  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  for  the  appearance  of  the  accused  at  a  future 
da}^  in  a  proceeding  under  an  information  charging  him  with  the 
commission  of  a  crime,  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  pro- 
ceeding, and,  consequently,  that  the  bond  was  invalid,  it  not  be- 
ing set  forth  or  stated  in  the  information,  nor  appearing  from  the 
evidence,  that  the  defendant  was  thus  charged,  in  tlie  State  where 
the  crime  was  perpetrated,  with  the  commission  of  crime. 

(3.)  That  the  voluntary  execution  of  the  bond  for  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  did  not  estop  him  from  urging  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  the  justice,  and  that  the  consent  of  parties  will  not 
confer  jurisdiction  in  a  criminal  proceeding. 

In  this  case  the  charge  of  crime  was  made  in  Iowa  by  affidavit 
before  a  magistrate,  without  any  charge  of  crime  in  the  State 
where  the  offense  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  or  any 
demand  for  the  offender  from  that  State ;  and,  under  the  law  of 
Iowa  regulating  the  subject,  the  arrest  of  the  party  was  held  to  be 
without  jurisdiction,  and  further  held  that  the  bond  given  for  Ids 
release  f mm  restraint  was  consequently  void  and  of  no  legal  force, 
since  the  justice  of  the  peace  had  no  jurisdiction  even  to  take  the 
bond. 

28.  Dows'  Case,  18  Penn.  St.  37. — Dows  was,  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Pennsylvania,  demanded  of  the  Governor  of  MichigaD, 
as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  former  State.  The  latter 
Governor  issued  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  Dows 
to  the  authorities  of  Pennsylvania.  He  was  not,  however,  arrested 
under  this  warrant,  but  was  seized  at  Detroit  by  officers  of  the 
steamboat  "  Ocean,"  when  on  board  of  that  boat,  and  was  then  car- 
ried to  Erie  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  there  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  of  Erie  county,  and  thence  conveyed  to  Pittsburg  and 
lodged  in  jail.  The  officers  of  the  steamboat  at  the  time  of  the 
arrest  had  no  warrant  in  their  hands  authorizing  the  arrest,  and 
the  sheriff  of  Erie  county  was  also  without  any  warrant  for  hold- 
ing Dows  in  custody.  The  whole  proceeding  was  consequentlj 
without  any  legal  authority. 


EX  PARTE  LORRAINE.  493 

D0W8  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania,  claiming  a  discharge  because  of  the  defect  in  the 
mode  of  his  original  arrest  at  Detroit.  The  court,  however,  held 
as  follows: 

"  In  the  case  of  the  escape  of  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  this 
State  to  Michigan,  after  having  been  charged  in  this  State,  bv  in- 
dictment, with  forgery,  his  arrest  in  the  latter  State  without  legal 
authority  possesseaby  those  who  made  it,  will  not  entitle  the  pri- 
soner to  discharge  before  proi^ecution,  his  release  not  being  de- 
manded by  the  executive  of  Michigan." 

Chief  Justice  Gibson,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said 
that  "had  the  prisoner's  release  been  demanded  by  the  executive 
of  Michigan,  we  would  have  been  bound  to  set  him  at  large." 
There  being  no  such  demand,  Dows  was  remanded  to  custody. 

The  doctrine  of  this  case  is  that,  where  a  party  has  by  an  un- 
authorized forcible  removal  been  brought  to  a  State,  and  is  there 
charged  with  crime,  he  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  a  demand  for 
his  release  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  from  which  he  was  thus 
removed,  be  discharged  on  haheaa  corpus.  The  case  was  not  really 
one  of  extradition  at  all  under  the  color  of  the  authority  of  law. 
Dows  was  simply  kidnapped,  and  brought  into  Pennsylvania ;  and 
the  court  held  that  this  fact  of  itself  was  not  a  sufficient  reason  for 
his  release,  unless  the  Governor  of  Michigan  interposed  in  his  be- 
half and  demanded  his  release. 

Such  a  case  furnishes  no  analogy  by  which  to  judge  of  a  case  in 
which  there  has  been  an  extradition  under  the  forms  of  law,  but 
in  which  the  extradition  procedui*e  has  not  been  according  to  law. 
The  latter  case  is  not  kidnapping  by  unauthorized  agents,  but  sim- 
ply a  case  of  illegality  by  the  agents  of  law;  and  for  this  illegality  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  would  be  the  proper  remedy,  as  a  discharge 
from  custody  would  be  the  proper  result. 

29.  Ex  parte  Lorraine,  16  NeT.  63. — It  was  held  in  this  case 
that,  "  to  hold  a  fugitive  from  justice  to  await  the  i*equisition  from 
the  Crovernor  of  another  State,  it  must  affirmatively  appear  from 
the  complaint  filed  before  the  committing  magistrate  in  this  State : 
1.  That  a  crime  has  been  committed  in  the  other  State.  2.  That 
the  accused  has  been  charged  in  that  State  with  the  commission  of 
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such  crime.  3.  That  he  has  fled  from  justice  and  is  within  this 
State.     (1  Comp.  L.  2278-2286.)" 

It  was  further  held  that  "  to  hold  a  fugitive  from  justice,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  money  taken  by  him,  in  committing  a  robbery, 
wa6  brought  into  this  State,  there  must  be  a  complaint  diarging 
liim  with  this  oSense  substantially  in  the  language  of  the  statute- 
(1  Comp.  L.  2373.)" 

Judge  Hawley,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case, 
said :  "  The  complaint  upon  which  the  petitioner  was  arrested, 
accused  him  of  having  committed  the  crime  of  robbery  in  Alpine 
county,  California,  on  the  28th  of  February,  1881.  The  com- 
mitment recites  the  same  facts.  Neither  the  complaint,  warrant 
of  arrest,  nor  commitment  avers  that  he  is  charged  with  such 
crime  in  the  State  of  California.  The  proceedings,  in  so  far  as 
they  are  based  upon  the  provisions  of  the  criminal  practice  act 
relating  tx)  fugitives  from  justice,  are  entirely  null  and  void. 
{Matter  of  Edwin  Heyward^  1  Sandf.  701;  Matter  of  Leland^l 
Abb.  (N.  S.)  64 ;  Matter  of  lluUer,  id.  68  ;  State  v.  Ilufford,  23 
Iowa,  391;  jgbjpar^  White,  49  Cal.  443.)" 

30  Ex  parte  Morgan,  20  Fed.  Rep.  298.  —  This  case,  on 
habeas  corpus^  came  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Western  District  of  Arkanjsas.  Morgan  was  in  custody 
under  a  warrant  of  arrest  issued  by  the  Governor  of  Arkansas,  in 
compliance  with  a  requisition  made  by  the  principal  Chief  of  tlie 
Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians,  on  the  charge  of  the  crime  of  mur- 
der, and  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  claiming  that  the  \^•a^ 
rant  for  his  arrest  was  without  legal  authority. 

The  main  point  in  this  case  was  whether  the  Governor  of 
Arkansas  had  any  legal  authority  to  order  the  arrest  of  Morgan 
on  the  basis  of  the  requisition  of  the  Chief  of  the  Cherokee  Nation, 
and  his  delivery  to  the  agent  of  such  Chief.  Judge  Parker  held 
that  the  authority  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals, 
by  the  executives  of  States  and  Territories,  is  derived  from  tlie 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Consress  for 
carrying  the  same  into  effect.  The  Governor  of  Arkansas,  like 
the  Governors  of  all  the  other  States,  was  dependent  upon  this  au- 
thority for  his  power  to  order  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive 
criminals.     It  was  not  a  matter  of  comity  or  public  policy,  bntof 
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express  provision  in  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  extradition  must  be  effected  in  conformity  therewith. 

The  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians,  from  which  the  demand  came 
in  this  instance,  as  the  Judge  held,  is  not  a  "State"  or  "Territory" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  or  the  law  of  Congress, 
but  simply  a  part  of  what  is  called  "  Indian  Country."  Hence, 
neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  law  of  Congress  gave  to  the  Gover- 
nor of  Arkansas  any  authority  to  comply  with  the  demand  of  the 
Chief  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  for  the  extradition  of  Morgan.  The 
warrant  of  arrest  was  for  this  reason  illegal,  and  on  this  ground 
mainly  Morgan  was  discharged. 

The  same  principle  applies  equally  to  any  other  Indian  tribe  or 
nation.  These  tribes  or  nations  are  not  States  or  Territories  in 
the  constitutional  and  legal  sense,  and  hence  interstate  extradi- 
tion has  no  application  to  them,  whether  in  demanding  or  surren- 
dering fugitive  criminals. 

81.  Ex  parte  Erwin^  21  Albany  Law'  Journal,  57. —  The 

Supreme  Court  of  Texas  held  in  this  case  that  bail  is  not  allow- 
able pending  an  appeal  in  extradition  proceedings,  even  when  the 
State  constitution  provides  that  all  prisoners  shall  be  bailable  by 
sufficient  sureties.     On  this  point  Judge  Clark  i*emarked : 

*'  If  an  appeal  by  a  party  arrested  on  a  warrant  of  extradition 
is  within  the  purview  of  the  statute,  the  law  makes  no  such  excep- 
tion in  his  favor  as  to  authorize  him  to  go  at  large  pending  the 
action  of  this  court,  and  in  a  situation  to  defy  its  mandate  and  to 
treat  its  judgment  with  contempt.  The  analogies  of  the  law 
cannot  be  appealed  to  in  aid  of  an  oitier  allowinglmil.  The  charge 
being  a  felony,  if  a  resort  to  analogy  was  permissible,  and  the 
judge  was  authorized  to  consider  remanding  the  a])plicaut  as  in  the 
nature  of  a  conviction,  to  follow  a  just  analogy,  he  should  have 
been  committed,  pending  his  appeal." 

"  Nor  can  that  provision  in  our  bill  of  rights,  which  provides  that 
^  all  prisoners  shall  bo  bailable  by  sufficient  sureties,^  be  invoked, 
because,  as  said  by  the  Supreme  Court,  by  the  terms  '  all  prison- 
ers,' it  was  not  meant  to  require  all  prisoners,  under  all  circum- 
stances, to  be  bailed,  but  it  must  refer  to  a  class  of  prisoners  each 
and  all  of  whom  shall  be  bailed,  except  as  therein  provided.  (Ex 
parte  Ezell,  40  Texas,  451.)" 

"This  provision  in  our  organic  law  must  be  construed  with  and 
controlled  by  that  provision  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  that  ^  a  person  charged 
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in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee 
from  justice  and  be  found  in  another  State,  shall,  on  demand  of 
the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled,  be  deliv- 
ered up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
crime.     (Const.  U.  S.,  art.  4,  §  2.)" 

"  If  upon  arrest,  under  a  warrant  of  extradition,  bail  is  allowa- 
ble, tlie  Federal  Constitution  is  set  at  naught,  and  delivery  in  the 
State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  would  have  its  price  r^u- 
lated  by  the  amount  of  the  bail  bond,  where  one  could  be  given 
at  all,  and  a  fundamental  provision  which  was  intended  to  apply 
to  all  classes  of  citizens  would  be  restricted  to  the  poor  and  unior- 
tunate  who  were  not  able  to  furnish  bail.  Such  cannot  be  the 
proper  construction  of  the  two  constitutions." 

The  theory  of  this  ruling  is  that,  when  a  party  is  under  arrest 
as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  while  extradition  proceedings  on 
appeal  sre  pending  against  him,  he  cannot  be  released  from  the 
arrest  by  bail,  without  putting  in  peril  the  execution  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision  on  this  subject.  Sudi  a  release  would  give 
him  the  opportunity  to  avoid  the  delivery  altogether  by  flight, 
and  thus  put  it  in  his  power  to  defeat  the  accomplishment  of  the 
end  prescribed  by  the  Constitution. 

Section  III. 

Conclusions. 
The  legal  doctrines  embodied  in  the  preceding  list  of  judicial 
cases,  though  not  in  all  respects  identical  as  to  the  specific  ques- 
tions involved,  are,  nevertheless,  sufficiently  uniform,  compre- 
hensive and  concurrent  to  establish,  by  at  least  a  preponderance 
of  authority,  the  following  general  conclusions: 

1.  The  Purpose  of  Habeas  Corpus.  —  The  solo  purpose  of 
the  writ  of  habeas  corptcs,  issued  upon  the  appUcation  of  a  }>erBon 
arrested,  under  a  Governor's  warrant,  as  a  fugitive  from  justice, 
is  to  ascertain  whether  the  conditions  of  the  obligation  of  delivery, 
as  prescribed  in  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress,  have 
been  complied  with.  The  judicial  inquiry  is  limited  to  the  de- 
termination of  this  single  question;  and  with  the  question 
whether  the  party  arrested  is  actually  guilty  or  innocent,  it  has 
nothing  to  do,  since  this  belongs  to  the  judicial  authorities  of  the 
demanding  State. 
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2.  Disposal  of  the  Case.  —  The  uniform  rule  of  the  courts  ia 
the  disposal  of  extradition  cases^  brought  before  them  on  habeas 
corpus^  is  to  remand  the  parties  to  custody  where  it  appears  that 
their  arrest  and  detention  are  in  conformity  with  the  Constitution 
and  the  law  of  Congress  for  its  execution.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  contrary  appears,  then  the  rule  is  to  discharge  them  from 
custody.  Courts  apply  the  Constitution  and  the  law  to  the  facts 
as  presented,  and  decide  accordingly. 

3.  The  Crime.  —  The  settled  construction  of  the  courts  is  that 
the  words  "  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,"  as  used  in  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  law  of  Congress,  are  intended  to  embrace  all 
acts  made  criminal  by  the  laws  of  the  demanding  State,  whether 
they  are  so  or  not  by  the  laws  of  the  State  asked  to  make  the 
delivery. 

4.  The  Executive  Warrant  without  the  Papers.  —  If,  as 

may  be  the  case,  the  return  to  the  writ  of  habeas  carpus  presents 
to  the  court  simply  the  executive  warrant  for  arrest  and  delivery, 
without  the  papers,  or  copies  thereof,  upon  which  the  Governor 
acted  in  the  issue  of  such  warrant,  then  the  inquiry  is  whether  the 
general  recitals  of  the  warrant  are  such  upon  their  face  as  to  show 
jurisdiction  on  the  part  of  the  Governor  issuing  the  warrant. 

These  recitals  must,  in  order  to  establish  the  fact  of  jurisdiction, 
show  the  following  things :  (1.)  That  the  Governor  issuing  the 
warrant  has  received  a  demand  from  the  Governor  of  another 
State  or  Territory,  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  a  specified  per- 
son as  a  fugitive  criminal.  (2.)  That  the  agent  to  whom  the  de- 
livery was  directed  to  be  made  was  duly  appointed  by  the 
demanding  authority.  (3.)  That  the  demand  was  accompanied 
by  a  copy  of  an  indictment,  infonnation,  or  affidavit,  certified  to 
be  authentic  by  the  demanding  executive,  and  charging  the  per- 
son  with  crime  in  the  demanding  State  or  Territory.  (4.)  That 
satisfactory  evidence,  either  in  the  indictment,  information  or 
affidavit,  or  otherwise,  accompanied  the  demand,  showing  that  the 
person  charged  with  crime  had  fled  from  the  demanding  State  or 
Territory  and  taken  refuge  in  the  State  or  Territory  to  whose 
executive  authority  the  demand  is  addressed. 

If,  in  the  absence  of  the  papers  upon  which  the  Governor  acted, 
63 
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the  recitals  of  the  warrant  set  forth  these  facts,  then  this  will  cod- 
Btitute  2i  prima  facie  case  sufficient  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of 
the  accused  party  to  the  agent  appointed  to  receive  him  and  cany 
him  back  to  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  fled.  If  these 
recitals  do  not  present  such  a  case,  then  the  prisoner,  upon  the 
showing  of  the  warrant,  is  entitled  to  be  dischai^ged.  The  fact 
of  his  delivery  to  the  agent  of  another  State  or  Territory  does  not 
impair  this  right.  If  no  agent  has  as  yet  been  appointed,  then, 
if  the  recitals  in  other  respects  are  sufficient,  the  party  may  be 
detained  for  the  period  specified  by  the  law  of  Congress,  to 
await  the  appointment  and  appearance  of  the  agent. 

5.  The  Execntlye  Warrant  with  the  Papers. — If,  as  may  be 

and  sometimes  is  the  fact,  the  papers  upon  which  the  Governor 
acted  in  issuing  his  warrant,  are  made  a  part  of  the  return  to  the 
writ  of  habeas  oarpits^  and  are  hence  before  the  court  for  exam- 
ination, then  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  court  to  inquire  and 
determine  whether  these  papers  are  such  as,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion and  the  law,  authorize  the  issue  of  the  warrant,  and  to  dis- 
pose of  the  case,  either  by  remanding  the  prisoner  or  discharging 
him,  according  to  tlie  result  of  such  inquiry. 

These  papers,  being  before  the  court,  are  the  means  of  testing 
the  validity  of  the  Governor's  warrant,  and  on  this  question  the 
court  exercises  its  own  judgment  as  to  what  the  papers  show.  It 
is  not  bound  by  the  judgment  of  the  executive  who  issued  the 
warrant,  or  by  that  of  the  executive  who  made  the  demand,  but 
may  on  the  basis  of  the  papers  review  both  judgments.  It  may 
consider  and  determine  the  question  whether,  according  to  the 
papers,  a  crime  has  been  really  charged,  and  whether  the  charge 
is  sufficiently  explicit  to  be  legal  in  its  character,  and.  also  the 
question  whether  the  party  is  shown  to  be  a  fugitive  from  justice. 
The  whole  question  of  legality  is  before  the  court,  as  it  was 
originally  before  the  Governor  who  issued  the  warrant  under 
which  the  party  was  arrested  and  is  held. 

6.  The  Question  of  Identity. —  The  question  whether  the 
person  arrested  is  the  party  named  in  the  demand  and  the  war- 
rant, is  always  open  before  the  court,  and  if  raised  may  be  de- 
termined by  hearing  evidence  relating  thereto.    The  warrant  i& 
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no  authority  for  the  arrest  of  any  one  except  this  party.  If  a 
false  arrest  has  been  made,  the  court  will  at  once,  upon  adequate 
proof  of  the  fact,  correct  the  error  by  discharging  the  prisoner. 
A  State  law,  providing  that  a  party,  being  arrested,  shall  be 
brought  before  a  court  for  identification,  before  delivery,  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  or  the  law  of  Congress. 

7.  The  Flight  from  Justice. —  There  can  be  no  merely  con- 
structive  presence  of  the  party  in  the  State  or  Territory  demand- 
ing him,  and  no  merely  constructive  flight  therefrom.  If  he  was 
not  actually  there  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense,  and  did  not 
actually  flee  therefrom,  then  his  case  will  not  be  the  one  described 
in  the  Constitution  and  the  law. 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  accused  party  is  actually  a  fugi- 
tive from  justice,  the  decisions  of  courts,  in  respect  to  the  rule  to 
be  applied,  are  not  entirely  uniform.  Some  of  these  decisions 
assume  that  if  the  party  is  charged  with  crime  in  a  State,  and  is 
found  in  the  State  asked  to  deliver  him  up,  this,  without  any 
other  evidence,  sufficiently  proves  him  to  be  a  fugitive  from  jus- 
tice. Other  decisions  seem  to  favor  the  idea  that  the  finding  of 
the  Governor  on  this  question  of  fact,  if  stated  in  the  warrant  of 
arrest,  is  conclusive.  Still  other  decisions  proceed  upon  the  theory 
that  the  party,  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  carpuSj  may  deny  that 
he  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  or  that  he  was  in  the  demanding 
State  or  Territory  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offense,  and  that  the 
court  may  hear  and  consider  evidence,  outside  of  the  papers,  in 
the  settlement  of  this  question  of  fact. 

Tlie  last  of  these  views  is  the  one  that  best  accords  with  right, 
reason  and  justice.  The  question  itself  is  jurisdictional,  and  the 
law  of  Congress,  while  providing  for  the  manner  in  which  the 
charge  of  crime  shall  bo  made,  and  evidently  intending  that  the 
certified  copy  of  an  indictment  or  affidavit  shall  be  accepted  as 
conclusive  in  respect  to  what  it  contains,  makes  no  provision  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  fact  that  the  accused  party  is  a  fugitive 
from  justice  shall  be  established.  It  supplies  no  rule  on  this 
point. 

And  yet  this  jurisdictional  fact  must  be  established  by  legal 
evidence.  Has  it  been  established  in  a  given  case  ?  This  ques- 
tion every  Govern<>r  must  answer  in  deciding  the  general  ques- 
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tion  whether  he  has  any  jarisdietion  in  the  case,  and  whether  it  is 
his  duty  or  not  to  order  an  arrest  and  make  a  deliveiy.  No  good 
reason  can  be  perceived  why  a  court,  in  a  proceeding  on  haheoi 
corpus^  should  not  consider  and  determine  the  same  question,  and 
to  this  end  hear  evidence  when  the  question  is  raised,  or  why  the 
accused  party  should  not  be  permitted  to  introduce  parol  evidence 
showing  that  he  is  not  a  fugitive  from  justice.  Such  was  the 
ruling  in  several  of  the  preceding  cases.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  law  of  Congress  that  makes  the  finding  of  the  Governor  con- 
clusive on  this  point,  or  excludes  its  consideration  by  a  court 
when  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus^  inquiring  into  the  law- 
fulness of  the  arrest  and  detention. 

Such  consideration  on  the  part  of  a  court  is  not  an  inquiry  into 
the  merits  of  the  case  as  to  whether  the  party  is  guilty  or  innocent, 
but  rather  an  inquiry  into  the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest.  If  the 
party  is  not  shown  by  legal  evidence  to  be  a  fugitive  from  justice, 
then  the  arrest  is  not  lawful,  and  whether  it  is  lawful  or  not,  iB 
just  the  question  which  is  to  be  decided  in  a  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding. 

Mr.  Wharton  very  properly  says  on  this  point :  "  The  prisoner 
must  have  been  a  fugitive.  If  not,  the  Governor  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, and  on  proof  that  the  prisoner  was  not  a  fugitive,  and  had 
not  been  in  the  State  from  which  the  requisition  issues,  there 
must  be  a  discharge."  (Grim.  Plead,  and  Pr,,  8th  ed.,  §  35.)  It 
would  be  unreasonable  to  deny  to  the  prisoner  the  privilege  of 
offering  such  proof,  or  refuse  to  consider  its  evidential  value. 

Such,  then,  are  the  general  conclusions  derivable  from  the  pre- 
ceding list  of  extradition  cases.  There  are  minor  and  special 
points  in  these  cases  in  respect  to  which  each  case  must  speak  for 
itself.  Taken  as  a  whole,  the  cases  are  presented  to  show  the  rul- 
ing and  practice  of  courts  in  dealing  with  the  subject  of  inter- 
State  extradition . 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

Fedebal  and  State  Habeas  Cobpttb. 

The  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  those  of  the  several  States, 
alike  possess  the  power  of  issuing  writs  of  haheaa  corpuB^  under 
the  regulations,  and  within  the  limitations  prescribed  by  law.  Is 
this  power,  considered  with  reference  to  cases  of  inter-State  ex- 
tradition, exclusive  in  either  class  of  courts,  or  may  it  be  con- 
currently exercised  by  both  ?  If  the  latter  be  the  true  answer, 
upon  what  foundation  does  the  answer  rest!  These  questions 
will  form  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  this  chapter. 

1.  Federal  Habeas  Corpus.—  The  courts  of  the  United  States 
have  on  several  occasions  assumed  that  their  jurisdiction,  by 
Jiaheaa  corpvsy  extends  to  cases  in  which  persons,  being  arrested 
and  detained  as  fugitives  from  justice,  have  applied  to  them  for 
this  method  of  relief.  They  have  issued  such  writs,  and  con- 
ducted the  appropriate  inquiry  in  respect  to  the  lawfulness  of  the 
custody  complained  of,  and  .discharged  or  remanded  the  prisoners, 
according  to  the  facts  as  appearing  on  the  hearing.  This  practice 
is  equivalent  to  a  declaration  of  their  jurisdiction  in  such  cases. 

The  case  of  Ex  parte  /SV^^^A,  3  McLean,  121,  was  considered  and 
determined  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Illinois,  in  1842.  The  Attorney  General  of  the  State 
was  notified  that,  on  the  application  of  Smith  who  had  been 
arrested  and  was  held  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  had  been  issued  by  the  court.  He  appeared  before  the 
court,  and  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  proceedings,  on  the  ground 
of  two  objections  to  its  jurisdiction,  the  first  of  which  was  as  fol- 
lows : 

"  The  arrest  and  detention  of  Smith  was  not  under  or  by  color 
of  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  oflScers  of  the  United 
States,  but  under  and  b^  color  of  authority  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
by  the  officers  of  Illinois.'' 

The  court,  in  answer  to  this  objection,  held  that  although  a 
statute  of  Illinois  made  it  the  duty  of  the  Gh)vemor  of  that  State 
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to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  fugitive  criminals,  upon  a 
proper  requisition  therefor,  this  legislation  does  not  in  any  way 
affect  the  power  vested  in  him  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  the  warrant  in  this  case  had  been  issued 
under  and  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  On  this  point 
the  court  remarked : 

« 

^^  If  the  Legislature  of  Illinois  intended  to  make  it  the  duty  of 
the  Governor  to  exercise  the  power  granted  by  Confess,  and  no 
more,  the  executive  would  be  acting  by  the  authority  of  the 
United  States.  It  may  be  that  the  legislature,  appreciating  the 
importance  of  the  proper  execution  of  those  laws,  and  doubt- 
ing whether  the  Governor  could  be  punished  for  refusing  to  carry 
them  into  effect,  deemed  it  prudent  to  impose  it  as  a  duty,  the 
neglect  of  which  would  expose  him  to  impeachment.  If  it  in- 
tended more  the  law  is  unconstitutional  and  void." 

The  fact  that  the  warrant  of  arrest  was  issued  by  the  Gk>ver- 
nor  of  a  State,  and  diat  the  State  of  Illinois  had  imposed  the  duty 
upon  its  Governor  in  the  circumstances  recited,  did  not,  accord- 
ing to  this  ruling,  make  it  the  less  true  that  it  was  issued  under  the 
authority  or  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  that 
the  prisoner  was  in  custody  under  color  of  such  authority. 

The  act  of  1793  (L  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  302),  giving  to  State 
Governors  this  authority,  and  imposing  the  duty  upon  them,  was, 
in  Prigg  v.  The  CommanweaUh  of  Pewnsyl/oania^  16  Pet.  539, 
declared  to  be  constitutional  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  true,  according  to  the  ruling  of  the  same  court  in 
KentfUKiky  v.  Dennison^  24  How.  66,  that  the  General  Govern- 
ment cannot  enforce  upon  State  Gt>vemors  the  duty  imposed  by 
this  act,  but  this  was  not  regarded,  and  never  has  been  regarded, 
as  destroying  or  impairing  the  validity  of  the  act  as  a  source  of 
authority  to  issue  warrants  of  extradition.  Courts,  both  State 
and  Federal,  and  also  State  Governors,  have  uniformly  treated  the 
act  as  valid  for  this  purpose.  The  Governors  of  States,  when 
discharging  the  duty  which  the  act  assigns  to  them,  are  acting 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  giving  effect  to  a 
law  of  Congress.     Upon  this  point  there  is  now  no  dispute. 

Judge  Benedict,  in  The  M(Mer  of  TitvAy  8  Ben.  411,  held  that 
''  the  Governors  of  States  and  their  agents,  in  reference  to  the 
extradition  of  fugitives  from  the  justice  of  a  State,  were  compelled 
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to  rely  upon  the  statateB  of  the  United  States  for  aathoritj  to  do 
the  things  required  thereby,  and  the  statutes  of  the  United  States, 
when  complied  with,  afford  them  justification."  On  this  ground 
he  also  held  that  the  court,  under  section  753  of  the  Bcvised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  had  jurisdiction,  on  the  application 
of  Titas  who  had  acted  as  the  agent  of  a  State  Governor  in  an 
extradition  process,  to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpua  tor  the  pur 
pose  of  inqairing  into  the  cause  of  the  restraint  of  liberty. 

Judge  Choate,  in  The  Jf otter  qf  John  Leary^  10  Ben.  197, 
exercised  the  habeas  corpus  power  on  the  application  of  Leary, 
who  was  held  as  a  fogitive  from  justice  under  a  warrant  issued  by 
the  Governor  of  New  York,  and  holding  the  warrant  to  be  law- 
fully issued  under  the  authority  given  by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  he  remanded  the  prisoner  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 

Judge  Deady,  in  In  re  Doo  Woon,  18  Fed.  Eep.  898,  and 
Judge  Sawyer,  in  In  re  Hobbj  19  Fed.  Bep.  36,  exercised  the 
same  power.  The  writ  in  the  first  case  was  issued  on  the  applica- 
tion of  a  party  held  as  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  and  in  the 
second  case  it  was  issued  on  the  application  of  the  agent  of  the 
State  of  Oregon,  who  had  been  appointed  by  the  Gt>vemor  of 
that  State  to  receive  the  fugitive  and  transport  him  thereto.  The 
doctrine  laid  down  in  both  cases  was  that  the  extradition  proceed- 
ings were  had  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

Section  753  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  desig- 
nates the  classes  of  cases  in  which  the  Federal  courts,  or  any 
Justice  or  Judge  thereof,  may  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus.  One 
of  these  classes  embraces  any  case  in  which  the  prisoner  ^^  is  in 
custody  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States.'' 
A  party  arrested  and  held  under  the  extradition  warrant  of  the 
Gt>vemor  of  a  State  clearly  comes  within  this  description,  and 
hence  the  question  whether,  in  such  a  case,  the  authority  given  by 
Congress  has  been  exercised  in  conformity  with  law,  is  one  which 
a  Federal  court,  or  any  Justice  or  Judge  thereof,  is  expressly  em- 
powered, by  a  proceeding  in  habeas  corpus^  to  consider  and  deter- 
mine. The  case  comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  a  court,  as 
defined  by  statute,  and  this  jurisdiction  is  not  at  all  affected  by 
the  fact  that  the  warrant  of  arrest  is  issued  by  a  State  Governor, 
since  the  authority  thus  exercised  is  given  to  him  by  a  law  of 
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the  United  States.  The  party  is  held  '*  in  custody  under  or  by 
color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  State6,"and  this  is  enough  to 
authorize  the  issue  of  the  Federal  writ  of  habeas  oarpits. 

2.  State  Habeas  Corpus.  —  One  class  of  powers  vested  in 
State  courts  is  that  of  issuing  writs  of  habeas  corpuSy  in  the  cases 
defined  by  law.  The  general  principle  of  State  legislation  on  this 
subject  is  that,  with  certain  exceptions  expressly  stated,  any  per- 
son who  is  committed,  detained,  confined,  or  restrained  of  his 
liberty  in  any  State,  for  any  criminal  or  supposed  criminal 
matter,  or  under  any  pretext  whatever,  may  apply  to  a  competent 
State  court  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  and  may  have  the  legal- 
ity of  such  detention  or  restraint  summarily  inquired  into  and 
determined.  This  principle  is  broad  enough  to  include  alleged 
fugitives  from  justice,  who  have  been  arrested  and  are  detained 
under  extradition  warrants  issued  by  State  Governors,  unless  such 
fugitives  are  excluded  from  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  by  special 
statute  in  particular  States,  or  unless  the  writ  in  such  cases  is  ex- 
clusively vested  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

The  States  have  not  enacted  any  such  exclusion,  though  in 
Pennsylvania  the  inquiry  is  limited  to  the  single  question  of  iden- 
tity. The  peculiarity  that  marks  these  cases,  and  distinguishes 
them  from  the  ordinary  cases  in  which  State  courts  issue  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  is  found  in  the  fact  that  the  party,  applying  for 
the  writ,  is  arrested  and  detained  under  color  of  the  authority  of 
the  United  States.  It  is  on  this  ground,  as  has  been  already 
shown,  that  Federal  courts  possess  and  exercise  the  habeas  carpus 
power  in  extradition  cases.  The  question  then  is  whether  this 
fact  excludes  the  power  of  State  courts  to  inquire  in  these  cases, 
by  habeas  corjruSj  into  the  cause  of  the  restraint  of  liberty. 

A  case  has  recently  occurred  in  California  which  gives  special 
interest  to  this  question.     The  facts  are  as  follows : 

The  Governor  of  Oregon  made  a  requisition  upon  the  Grov- 
emor  of  California,  for  the  delivery,  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  of 
C.  H.  Bayley,  and  appointed  W.  L.  Robb  as  the  agent  to  receive 
the  fugitive  and  transport  him  to  the  former  State.  The  Gov- 
ernor of  California  thereupon  issued  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  and 
delivery  of  Bayley,  which,  being  duly  executed,  placed  him  in  the 
legal  custody  of  Robb,  the  agent  of  Oregon.    Bayley  then  sued 
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out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the  Superior  Court  of  San 
Francisco ;  and  to  this  writ  Bobb  made  a  return  to  the  effect 
that  he  held  the  prisoner  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
and  on  this  ground  declined  to  produce  his  body  in  court.  The 
court  denied  the  sufficiency  of  the  return,  and,  adjudging  Robb 
to  be  guilty  of  contempt,  ordered  him  to  be  committed  to  prison 
until  he  produced  the  body  of  Bayley,  or  should  be  legally  dis- 
charged. 

The  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco  assumed  and  asserted  its 
jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  lawfulness  of  the  custody  in 
which  Bayley  was  held,  and  hence  its  right  to  enforce  obedience 
to  its  order.  Bobb,  on  the  other  hand,  for  the  reason  assigned  in 
his  return,  denied  this  jurisdiction.  The  denial,  if  valid  in  res- 
pect to  that  court,  is  equally  valid  in  respect  to  any  State  court  in 
like  circumstances. 

Being  thus  committed  for  contempt,  Robb  sued  out  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  California ;  and  this 
court  dismissed  the  writ  and  remanded  the  prisoner  to  custody. 
Chief  Justice  Morrison,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  : 

"  The  only  inquiry  in  this  case  relates  to  the  power  of  the  court 
below  to  compel  the  production  of  the  body  of  the  prisoner  be- 
fore it-,  su  that  the  cause  of  his  imprisonment  and  detention  can 
be  inquired  into,  and  on  this  point  we  have  no  doubt.  It  was  not 
the  duty  of  the  court  issuinff  the  writ,  nor  was  it  obliged  to  ac- 
cept as  true,  the  return  of  tne  party.  It  was  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  at  least,  to  inquire  into  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  the.alleged  cause  of  detention,  and  to  this  end  it  was  proper 
that  the  prisoner  should  be  brought  into  the  presence  of  the  court, 
in  obedience  to  the  command  of  the  writ,  whereupon  the  pris- 
oner would  have  a  right  to  traverse  the  return.  {People  v.  Do- 
nahue, 84  N.  Y.  438;  People  v.  Brady,  56  id.,  182;  Norris 
V.  Newton,  5  McLean,  99 ;  State  v.  Schlemm,  4  Harr.  [Del.]  577.) 
This  the  petitioner  refused  to  do,  and  by  such  refusal  was  guilty 
of  contempt."     (In  re  Mcbb,  1  Fac.  Rep.  881.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  California  did  not  pass  directly  upon  the 
question  whether  Bayley  was  held  by  Robb  under  color  of  au- 
thority of  the  United  States,  or  whether,  if  he  was  so  held,  it  was 
competent  for  the  Superior  Court  of  San  Franciscx)  to  inquire,  by 
habeas  corpus,  into  the  lawfulness  of  the  custody.     It  remanded 
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Robb  to  custody,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  his  duty  to  bring  the 
body  of  Sayley  into  court,  and  that,  for  refusing  to  do  so,  he  wiu 
guilty  of  contempt  of  court. 

Being  thus  remanded,  Bobb  then  sued  out  a  writ  of  habecu  cor- 
pus from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  California;  and  this  court  held  as  follows:  1.  That  where  a 
petition  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shows  upon  its  face  that  the 
petitioner  is  held  in  good  faith,  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  under 
the  claim  or  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  as  con- 
tained in  sections  5278  and  5279  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  thereof, 
no  State  judge  or  court  has  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ.  2.  That 
where  the  return  to  the  writ,  one  having  been  issued,  shows  this 
fact,  the  State  judge  or  court  issuing  the  writ  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  proceed  farther  with  the  case.  3.  That  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases  is  exclnsively  vested  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  (/n 
re  Bobb,  19  Fed.  Rep.  26.) 

The  court,  in  pursuance  of  these  views  discharged  Bobb  from 
custody,  holding  that  the  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco  had  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  case,  and  hence  that  Bobb  had  not  been  guilty 
of  contempt  in  refusing  to  produce  the  body  of  Bayley  in  court 

Judge  Sawyer,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  quoted,  as 
follows,  sections  5278  and  5279  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States : 

^'  Section  5278.  Whenever  the  executive  authority  of  any  State 
or  Territoiy  demands  any  person,  as  a  fugitive  from  jostioe,  of 
the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  wnich  such 
person  has  fled,  and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found  or 
an  aflidavit  made  before  a  ma^strate  of  any  State  or  Territory, 
charging  the  person  demanded  with  having  committed  treason, 
felony,  or  other  crime,  certified  as  authentic  by  the  Governor  or 
Chief  Magistrate  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  whence  the  per- 
son so  charged  has  fled,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  au- 
thority of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  such  person  has  fled  to 
cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  secured,  and  to  cause  notice  to  be 
given  to  the  executive  authority  making  such  demand,  or  to  the 
agent  of  such  authority  appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  to 
cause  the  fugitive  to  be  delivered  to  such  agent  when  he  shall 
appear." 

'*  Section  5279.  Any  agent  so  appointed  who  receives  the  fagi- 
tive  into  his  custody  shall  be  empowered  to  transport  him  to  the 
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State  or  Territory  from  which  he  has  fled.  And  every  person 
who,  by  force,  sets  at  liberty  or  rescnes  the  fugitive  from  ench 
agent,  while  so  transporting  him,  shall  be  finea  not  more  than 
five  hundred  dollars,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year." 

Having  quoted  this  statute,  Judge  Sawyer  then  proceeded  to 
flay: 

'^  When  the  Governor  of  a  State,  acting  under  this  statute,  upon 
the  demand  of  the  authorities  of  another  State,  issues  his  warrant 
for  the  arrest  of  a  party  charged  with  crime,  and  that  party  is  ar- 
rested by  any  proper  officer,  and  delivered  over  to  the  party  em- 
powered  by  the  State  in  wluch  the  offense  was  conmiitted,  to  be 
carried  to  that  State  and  delivered  to  its  proper  authorities,  we 
have  no  doubt  that  the  Governor  issuing  tne  warrant,  the  officer 
executing  it,  and  the  party  to  whom  he  is  delivered,  are  acting  by 
virtue  and  under  the  authority  of  the  act  of  Congress,  and  no 
other,  and  pro  hoc  vice  are  officers  or  agents  of  the  United  States.^' 

Having  stated  the  &cts  of  the  case  as  they  appeared  in  the 
return  of  Robb  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  by  the  Super- 
ior Court  of  San  Francisco,  the  Judge  further  said  : 

"  It  appearingto  the  court  that  Bay  ley  was  m  custody  under 
the  laws  of  the  united  States,  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
proceed  further,  or  to  require  him  to  produce  the  body  of  said 
prisoner.  The  court  took  a  different  view  on  this  point,  adjudged 
petitioner  to  be  guilty  of  contempt  in  declining  to  produce  the 
Dody  of  Bayley,  and  to  be  imprisoned  until  he  i£ouId  comply  with 
the  commands  of  the  writ  in  this  particular.  If  the  court,  after 
being  informed  of  the  cause  of  restraint,  had  jurisdiction  and 
authoritv  to  proceed  further,  and  compel  the  production  of  the 
body  oi  Bayley,  nothwithstanding  the  facts  shown,  then  the 
judgment  for  contempt  is  lawful,  and  the  petitioner  must  be  re- 
manded, but  if  it  had  no  authority  to  proceed  and  compel  the 
production  of  the  body  of  Bayley,  then  it  had  no  power  to  punish 
petitioner  for  contempt,  and  ne  could  not  be  in  contempt  m  not 
producing  him,  and  the  authority  of  the  court  to  proceed  is  the 
question  to  be  determined." 

Judge  Sawyer  disposed  of  this  question  by  citing  the  cases  of 
AUemaai  v.  Booth  and  The  United  States  v.  Booths  21  How. 
506,  and  TarUe's  Case^  13  Wall.  397,  and  regarded  tliem  as 
conclusive  to  the  effect  that  the  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco, 
after  being  informed  by  the  return  of  Bobb  that  he  held  Bayley 
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under  the  aathoritj  of  the  United  States  as  contained  in  the  ex- 
tradition  law  of  Congress,  had  no  jarisdiction  to  proceed  farther 
with  the  case,  and  that  jurisdiction  in  all  such  cases  is  exclusivelv 
vested  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

This  is  a  result  very  different  from  that  which  State  courts 
have  adopted.  It  is  well  known  that  these  courts,  ever  since  the 
enactment  of  the  extradition  law  of  1793,  have,  whenever  the 
occasion  has  called  for  it,  assumed  without  the  slightest  hesitation 
their  rightful  jurisdiction  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus^  on  the 
application  of  persons  arrested  and  held  under  extradition  war- 
rants issued  by  State  Governors  under  the  authority  of  this  law, 
and  to  hear  and  determine  such  cases,  discharging  the  parties,  or 
remanding  them  to  custody,  according  to  the  facts  as  appearing  on 
the  hearing.  This  they  did  before  the  occurrence  of  the  Ciises  cited 
by  Judge  Sawyer,  and  they  have  continued  to  do  so  ever  since. 
It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  they  have  pursued  this  course  in 
total  ignorance  of  the  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  these  cases,  or  with  any  intention  to  defy  the  authority 
of  that  court.  Their  practice  conclusively  shows  that  they  have 
not  regarded  the  ruling  in  these  cases  as  inconsistent  with  the 
jurisdiction  which  they  have  so  often  assumed  and  exercised.  This 
practice  upon  its  face  is  a  direct  contradiction  of  the  view  taken 
by  Judge  Sawyer. 

The  question  then  arises  whether  Judge  Sawyer  is  correct  in 
the  conclusion  which  he  draws  from  the  cases  cited  by  him,  and 
this  question  we  proce^  to  consider.  The  cited  cases  were  not  ex- 
tradition cases,  and  if  they,  nevertheless,  establish  his  condnsions, 
then  they  must  do  so  because  they  are  substantially  parallel  to 
the  case  that  was  pending  before  him.     Is  this  the  fact? 

The  case  of  Booth  was,  in  the  first  instance,  that  of  a  pei^ 
son  arrested  under  the  warrant  of  a  duly  appointed  Commissioner 
of  the  United  States  for  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  under  the  authority  of  this  warrant  held  in  custody  by 
a  duly  appointed  marshal  of  the  United  States,and  then  discharged 
from  the  custody,  in  a  proceeding  on  haheas  corpus^  by  a  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin,  which  discharge  was  subse- 
quently affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State.  The  case 
was,  in  the  second  instance,  that  of  a  person  who,  having  been 
indicted  by  a  Federal  grand  jury,  was  tried  on  that  indictment 
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and  convicted  before  a  Federal  court,  then  sentenced  by  that  court 
to  imprisonment,  and  then  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus 
discharged  therefrom  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin.  What 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  did  with  this  case,  in 
both  of  these  forms,  was  to  reverse  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Wisconsin,  on  the  ground,  as  fully  stated  in  the  opinion 
delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Taney,  that.  Booth  being  in  the  custody 
of  an  officer  of  the  United  States  under  the  authority  or  color  of 
the  authority  of  the  United  States,  his  discharge  therefrom  by  a 
State  Judge  or  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  was  without 
jurisdiction  and  therefore  unlawful. 

The  case  of  Tarble  was  substantially  similar  in  the  principle 
involved.  He  was  held  in  custody  by  a  duly  appointed  recruit- 
ing officer  of  the  United  States,  as  an  enlisted  soldier,  and  dis- 
charged from  that  custody  by  a  court  Commissioner  of  Dana 
county  in  Wisconsin,  authorized  by  the  laws  of  that  State  to 
issue  writs  of  habeas  carpus^  and  this  order  was  subsequently 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State.  This  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  State8,on  the  ground, 
as  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  that  '^  a  State  Judge  has  no  juris- 
diction to  issue  a  writ  oihaheascorjpua  or  to  continue  proceedings 
under  it  when  issued,  for  the  discharge  of  a  person  held  under 
the  authority  or  claim  and  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  ly  an  officer  of  thcU  OovemmentJ^ 

Such,  in  their  substantial  facts  and  in  what  was  decided,  are 
the  cases  cited  by  Judge  Sawyer.  The  question  then  is  whether 
these  cases  are  so  parallel  to  a  case  of  inter-State  extradition  that 
the  doctrine  established  in  respect  to  the  former  is  equally  appli- 
cable to  the  latter.  The  Judge  assumes  such  a  parallelism,  and 
then  proceeds  to  the  obvious  conclusion. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Governor  of  a  State,  in  issuing 
his  warrant  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal, 
upon  the  demand  of  the  Governor  of  another  State,  is  acting 
under  the  authority  or  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United 
States,  and  consequently,  that  the  arrest  and  detention  are  un- 
der color  of  the  same  authority.  The  arrest  and  detention  pur- 
port to  be  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  The  Common- 
wealth of  Pennsylvania,  16  Pet.  539,  declared  the  law  of  Con- 
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gress  giving  to  State  Governors  this  authority  to  be  constitational. 
It  is  on  this  ground  that  the  Federal  courts  have  claimed  and 
exercised  jurisdiction  in  extradition  cases.  {JEa  parte  SmiA,  3 
McLean,  121 ;  The  Matter  of  Titus,  8  Ben.  411  \  The  Matter  of 
John  Lea/ry,  10  id.  197 ;  and  In  re  Doo  Woon,  18  Fed.  Rep. 
898.)  An  arrest  for  extradition  is  in  this  respect  essentially  ]>ar> 
allel  to  the  cases  cited  by  Judge  Sawyer. 

Is  it  also  true  that  a  State  Governor  in  ordering  the  arrest  and 
delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  the  State  sheri£E  or  officer  making 
the  arrest,  and  the  agent  of  the  demanding  State  who  receivee 
the  fugitive  into  his  custody  are  officers  of  the  United  Staiesj  and 
that,  in  this  respect,  an  extradition  case  is  essentially  parallel  to 
the  cases  cited  by  Judge  Sawyer  ?  He  answered  this  question  in 
the  affirmative,  saying  that  they  ^^pro  hoc  vice  are  officers  or  agents 
of  the  United  States,"  without  giving  any  reasons  for  the  opinion. 

No  significance  is  to  be  attached  to  the  phrase  ^^pro  hoc  viee,^ 
as  used  in  this  connection,  since  neither  the  Constitution  nor  the 
law  knows  any  thing  about  officers  of  the  United  States  who  are 
merely  such  *^pro  hoc  Vhce,^ as  distinguished  from  those  who  are 
really  officers  or  agents  of  the  United  States.  Officers  of  the 
United  States  are  not  made  by  any  ^^pro  hoc  vice  "  process.  One 
who  is  not  such  an  officer  in  point  of  fact  cannot  be  made  such  by 
the  judicial  prefix  of  ^^pro  hoc  viceJ*^ 

The  extradition  law  of  Congress  certainly  does  not,  in  express 
terms,  make  the  persons  engaged  in  conducting  the  process  of 
extradition  officers  of  the  United  States,  or  imply  that  such  is 
their  official  character.  It  implies  the  opposite.  It  speaks  of  ^^  the 
executive  authority  "  of  the  demanding  State,  and  of  ^^  the  execu- 
tive authority  "  of  the  State  asked  to  make  the  delivery,  and  of 
"the  agent"  appointed  and  commissioned  by  the  former  authority 
to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  says  nothing  about  the  sheriff  or  other 
State  officer  who  may  be  ordered  by  the  Governor  to  make  the 
arrest.  This  surely  is  not  a  description  of  an  officer  or  officers 
of  the  United  States.  The  forms  of  expression  used  do  not 
suggest  the  idea,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  extradition  pro> 
vision  of  the  Constitution  that  suggests  it. 

One  of  the  necessary  features  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States 
is  an  office  created  by  a  law  of  the  United  States,  to  be  held  and 
occupied  by  a  lawful  incumbent,  to  which  powers  and  duties  are 
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attached,  and  which  generally  is  a  source  of  emolument  to  the 
incumbent  as  a  compensation  for  his  services.  The  extradition 
law  of  Congress  creates  no  office  of  any  description,  and  does  not 
assign  the  extradition  process  to  any  Federal  office  already  estab- 
lished. What  it  does  is  to  assign  the  duty  of  its  execution,  in  the 
circumstances  specified  to  the  Governor  of  the  State  to  whom  a 
demand  is  addressed  by  the  Governor  of  another  State,  and  also 
to  imply  that  the  latter  Governor  will  appomt  an  agent  to  receive 
the  fugitive,  which  agent  it  empowers  to  do  the  work  committed 
to  him  by  the  Governor  that  appointed  him  for  the  service. 
There  is  here  no  creation  of  an  office,  and  certainly  not  a  Fed- 
eral office. 

Another  feature  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States  we  have  in 
the  fact  that  he  must  be  appointed  to  an  office  by  the  President, 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate ;  and  if  Congress  shall 
so  determine  by  law  in  respect  to  "  inferior  officers  "  of  the  United 
States,  the  appointment  of  such  an  officer  may  be  made  by  the 
President  alone,  by  the  courts  of  law,  or  by  the  heads  of  Depart- 
ments. (Const.,  art.  3,  §  2.)  The  Constitution  knows  nothing 
about  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  except  as  he  is  appointed  to 
an  office  of  the  United  States,  in  this  way.  It  surely  will  not  be 
claimed  that  the  extradition  law  of  Congress  contains  any  such 
appointment.  It  does  not  purport  to  do  so,  and  if  it  did,  it  would 
be  unconstitutional,  since  the  appointing  power  is  not  vested  in 
Congress.  Congress  may  establish  offices  of  the  United  States  by 
law,  but  it  is  not  its  prerogative  to  appoint  their  incumbents. 

A  third  feature  marking  an  officer  of  the  United  States  is  that 
of  responsibility  to  the  United  States  in  respect  to  the  performance 
of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  of  liability  to  removal  therefrom  un- 
der the  regulations  of  law,  and  also  to  prosecution  for  misdemean- 
ors in  office.  Does  this  feature  attach  to  the  Governor  of  a  State 
under  the  extradition  law  of  Congress,  or  under  any  other  law 
enacted  by  Congress  ?  Far  otherwise.  The  matter  of  fact  is, 
according  to  the  decision  in  Kentucky  v.  Denniaon^  24  How.  66, 
that  a  State  Governor  may,  if  he  chooses,  execute  this  extradition 
law,  and  may,  if  he  chooses,  refuse  to  do  so,  without  any  re- 
sponsibility to  the  United  States  in  case  of  refusal,  and  without 
any  power  in  the  United  States  to  compel  him  to  do  otherwise. 
He  is,  in  this  respect,  beyond  the  control  of  the  United  States  by 
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any  coercive  or  punitive  measure,  beyond  the  reach  of  a  mandamus 
or  an  impeachment  by  any  agent  of  the  General  Government. 
Whether  he  shall  perform  the  duty  assigned  to  him  by  Congress 
is  a  question  over  which  Congress  cannot  by  law  exercise  the 
least  control,  and  no  court  of  the  United  States  is  or  can  be  em- 
powered to  control  his  action  by  any  judicial  process.  He  is,  in 
this  respect,  as  independent  of  the  United  States  as  is  the  Czar 
of  Kussia. 

It  is  not  true  then,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  Governor  of  a 
State  is,  under  the  extradition  law  of  Congress,  an  officer  of  the 
United  States,  whether  in  demanding  or  delivering  up  fugitive 
criminals.  He  lacks  the  three  fundamental  characteristics  of  such 
an  officer.  To  call  him  such  is  to  apply  the  title  to  him  when  the 
essential  meaning  is  absent,  and  to  make  the  mere  phrase,  with- 
out the  meaning,  the  basis  for  a  judicial  inference,  is  not  a  sound 
process  of  legal  reasoning. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  speaking  through 
Mr.  Justice  Swayne  in  Taylor  v.  Taintar,  16  Wall.  366,  370,  and 
referring  to  cases  of  extradition  under  the  Constitution  and  the 
law  of  Congress,  said :  In  such  cases  the  Governor  acts  in  his 
official  character,  and  represents  the  sovereignty  of  the  State  in 
giving  efficacy  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the 
law  of  Congress.     If  he  refuse,  there  is  no  means  of  compulsion.'^ 

The  "  official  character"  of  the  Governor  of  a  State  is  that  of 
the  supreme  executive  authority  of  a  State,  and  according  to  the 
doctrine  here  stated,  he  acts,  when  executing  the  extradition  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  not  as  a  Federal  agent 
or  officer,  but  in  his  official  character  as  Governor,  and  in  so 
doing,  he  represents  not  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States,  but 
that  of  the  particular  State  of  which  he  is  Governor,  and  which 
acts  through  him.  The  manner  of  the  action  is  regulated  by  the 
law  of  Congress,  but  the  action  itself  is  that  of  a  sovereign  State 
through  its  chief  executive  magistrate.  This  is  certainly  true  in 
respect  to  the  demanding  State,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  following  the  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of  the 
law,  says  that  the  same  is  true  in  respect  to  the  State  asked  to  make 
the  delivery. 

MoA^8  CasCy  2  Alabama  Law  Joumaly  457,  as  it  came  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama,  was  an  application  to  the  court 
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by  Frederick  Gentner,  as  the  agent  of  Pennsylvania,  to  vacate  the 
order  of  the  Probate  Judge  who  had  discharged  Alexander 
Mohr  from  illegal  custody,  on  his  petition  for  a  writ  of  Jiaheaa 
corpus.  Mohr,  at  the  time  of  the  discharge,  was  in  the  custody 
of  Gentner,  under  a  warrant  of  arrest  issued  by  the  Governor  of 
Alabama^  in  compliance  with  a  requisition  from  the  Governor  of 
Pennsylvania.  It  was  claimed  that  the  Probate  Judge,  though 
authorized  to  issue  writs  of  hxiheds  corpus^  had  no  jurisdiction  in 
this  case,  because  the  arrest  and  detention  were  under  the  author- 
ity or  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  held  otherwise,  and  refused  to 
grant  the  application.  Judge  Somerville,  in  stating  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said :  **  The  relator,  Gentner,  in  whose  custody  the 
prisoner  was  shown  to  be,  was  not  an  officer  or  agent  of  the 
Federal  Government.  He  was  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, whose  executive  had  empowered  him  to  make  the  demand 
upon  the  executive  authority  of  this  State."  The  fact  that  Gent- 
ner held  Mohr  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  did  not,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  make  him  a 
Federal  officer,  or  place  him  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  a  State 
court  to  inquire,  by  a  proceeding  in  Kaheaa  corpus^  whether  the 
custody  was  lawful.  This  directly  contradicts  the  view  of  Judge 
Sawyer  in  the  case  of  Eobb. 

Inter-State  extradition  then,  though  regulated  by  Federal  law, 
is  a  transaction  between  two  independent  and  sovereign  States, 
considered  in  their  political  character,  and  each  State  acts  through 
its  Governor,  and  he  acts  for  the  State  in  "  his  official  character  " 
as  Governor,  and  in  so  acting  he  "represents  the  sovereignty  "  of 
the  State.  The  process  of  extradition,  so  far  as  actual  execution 
is  concerned,  is  exclusively  a  matter  of  State  agency,  and  is  made 
such  by  the  law  of  Congress.  The  demand  is  by  a  State  Gover- 
nor. The  delivery  is  by  a  State  Governor.  The  warrant  of 
arrest  is  issued  by  such  a  Governor.  The  arrest  is  made  by  a 
State  officer.  The  party  receiving  the  fugitive  is  a  State  officer 
deriving  his  appointment  from  the  demanding  Governor.  To 
make  this  agency  a  Federal  agency  is  to  give  it  a  character  which 
the  law  does  not  assign  to  it,  and  which  it  does  not  possess. 

How,  it  may  be  asked,  can  these  State  officers  execute  a  law  of 
the  United  States?    This  question  applies  only  to  the  Governors 
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of  States,  since  the  other  officers  involved  in  the  matter  derive 
their  authority  from  them,  and  are  simply  their  agents  ;  and  as 
to  Governors,  the  proper  answer  is  that  Congress,  by  a  law  which 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  declared  to  be  con- 
stitutional, and  which  must  therefore  be  taken  to  be  valid  for 
this  purpose,  has  seen  fit  in  this  particular  case  to  give  them  the 
power  to  execute  a  law  of  the  United  States.  The  fact  that 
they  possess  this  power  is  explained  by  the  law  itself,  and  with 
the  wisdom  of  the  legislation  we  have  nothing  to  do  In  this 
inquiry. 

Congress  has  provided,  in  respect  to  the  election  of  Senators  of 
the  United  States,  that  "  it  shall  bo  the  duty  of  the  executive  of 
the  State  from  which  any  Senator  has  been  chosen,  to  certify 
his  election  under  the  seal  of  the  State  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,"  and  that  the  certificate  **  shall  be 
countersigned  by  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  State."  (Rev.  Stat. 
§§  18, 19.)  So,  also.  Congress  has  provided  that  the  executive  of 
each  State  shall  cause  lists  of  presidential  electors  of  such  State 
to  be  made  and  certified,  and  delivered  to  them  on  or  before  the 
day  of  their  meeting  to  cast  their  votes.  (Rev.  Stat.,  §  136.)  Here 
are  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  executed  by  State  Grovemore, 
and  yet  nobody  has  ever  supposed  that  these  Governors  become 
Federal  officers  or  act  ajs  such  in  executing  these  laws.  And  there 
is  no  more  reason  for  adopting  this  supposition  when  they  execute 
the  extradition  law  of  the  United  States. 

Assuming  then  that  the  process  of  inter-State  extradition,  thoojrh 
regulated  by  a  law  of  the  United  States,  and  conducted  under 
the  authority  of  that  law,  is,  nevertheless,  a  process  executed  br 
State  officers,  we  see  at  once  that  the  cases  cited  by  Judge  Saw- 
yer are  not  in  this  respect  parallel  to  a  case  of  extradition.  It 
may  be  tnie,  and  according  to  the  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  it  is  true,  that  a  party  in  custody  under  color 
of  the  authority  of  the  United  States  by  an  officer  thereof  cannot 
be  reached  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpvs  issued  by  a  State  Judge 
or  a  State  court.  But  it  does  not  by  any  means  follow  that  a 
party  in  custody  by  a  State  sheriff,  as  a  fugitive  criminal,  under 
a  warrant  issued  by  a  State  Governor,  cannot  be  reached  by  such 
a  Wait  oihaheaa  corpus.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
did  not^  in  the  cases  cited,  affirm  any  such  proposition,  and  hence 
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the  cases  do  not  prove  the  conclusion  drawn  from  them  by  Judge 
Sawyer.  They  are  not  parallel  to  a  case  of  extradition  in  one 
very  important  particular. 

There  is,  moreover,  another  important  particular  in  which  the  cases 
of  Booth  and  Tarble  are  not  parallel  to  an  extradition  case.  The 
Government  of  the  United  States  was,  in  the  former,  actually 
enforcing  its  own  authority  and  custody  against  these  parties, 
prosecuting  and  punishing  the  one  for  crime  against  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  holding  the  other  as  an  enlisted  soldier  of 
the  United  States.  It  was  very  properly  said  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  that  if  a  State  court  could,  by  habeoH 
corpus^  interfere  with  this  custody  and  discharge  the  parties  there- 
from, then  whether  the  General  Government  could  exercise  its 
constitutional  powers,  .within  the  States,  by  its  own  courts  and 
officers  and  punish  offenses  against  its  laws,  would  depend 
upon  the  judgment  and  pleasure  of  State  courts.  They  would 
have  power  to  arrest  the  operations  of  the  General  Government, 
by  discharging  those  whom  it  held  in  custody.  It  was  with  ref- 
erence to  such  cases  that  the  Supreme  .Court  of  the  United  States 
spoke  so  emphatically  against  any  interference  by  State  courts. 

An  extradition  case,  however,  is  very  different  in  its  character. 
Here  the  General  Government  is  not  seeking  to  enforce  a  law  of 
the  United  States  against  anybody.  It  makes  no  charge,  frames 
no  indictment,  and  holds  nobody  in  custody.  It  is  not  in  the  act  of 
exercising  its  authority  against  anybody.  It  has  no  relation  to 
the  case,  except  that  of  having  furnished  through  Congress  the 
law  by  which  the  case  is  to  be  governed,  and  it  is  in  this  sense, 
and  this  only,  that  the  case  comes  under  the  authority  or  color  of  au- 
thority of  the  United  States.  A  State,  and  not  the  General  Govern- 
ment, is  pursuing  the  remedy  furnished  by  law.  A  State,  and  not  the 
General  Government,  is  asked  to  exercise  itspow^r.  If  the  party 
be  arrested,  a  State,  and  not  the  General  Government,  holds  him 
in  custody.  This  differs  very  widely  from  the  cases  of  Booth 
and  Tarble,  in  which  the  General  Government  was  actually  exer- 
cising its  power  and  through  its  officers  had  these  parties  in 
custody,  and  in  which  a  State  court  claimed  the  right  to  interfere 
with  that  custody  and  discharge  them  therefrom. 

Some  of  the  States  have  passed  laws  to  regulate  the  action  of 
their  respective  Governors  in  both  demanding  and  delivering  up 
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fugitive  criminals,  and  these  laws,  so  far  as  auxiliary  to  the  law  of 
Congress  and  not  inconsistent  therewith,  and  so  &r  as  designed  to 
enforce  upon  Governors  the  duty  which  the  law  of  Congress  pre- 
scribes, are  undoubtedly  authoritative  rules  for  their  government. 
Such  in  several  cases  they  have  been  held  to  be  by  State  eourte. 
Kow,  this  State  legislation  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that 
State  Governors,  in  executing  the  extradition  law  of  Congress, 
are  acting  in  their  ^'  official  character  "  as  Governors,  and  not  as 
Federal  officers.  If  they  were  Federal  officers  in  the  discharge  of 
this  duty,  the  legislation  would  be  alike  improper  and  absurd, 
since  State  legislatures  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  duties  of  sudi 
officers,  and  no  power  to  prescribe  any  rules  for  their  observance. 
But  if,  as  is  the  fact  and  as  the  legislation  assumes,  they  are  State 
officers  and  acting  as  such,  then  the  legislation  is  entirely  proper, 
BO  far  as  not  inconsistent  with  the  law  of  Congress. 

The  simple  truth  is  that  a  case  of  inter-State  extradition,  as  it 
exists  under  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  is  complex  in  its  char- 
acter, and  needs  to  be  looked  at  on  all  sides  in  order  to  be  fullj 
understood.  There  is  in  the  case  a  Federal  element,  consistiDg 
in  the  fact  that  the  party  arrested  and  held, as  a  fugitive  criminal 
is  so  arrested  and  held,  under  the  authority  or  color  of  the  author- 
ity of  the  United  States.  This  fact  brings  the  case  within  tlie 
haheas  corpus  jurisdiction  of  Federal  courts,  as  defined  iu 
section  753  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States^ 
expressly  extending  such  jurisdiction  to  any  party  who  "  is  in 
custody  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States.^ 

This,  however,is  not  the  whole  case.  There  is  another  side  to  it. 
It  is  just  as  true  that  the  party  arrested  and  held,  as  a  fugitive 
criminal,  is  so  arrested  and  held  by  State  agency  and  State  officers. 
The  moment  we  come  to  the  execution  of  the  law  we  leave  the 
Federal  sphere  and  pass  into  that  of  the  State  Governments.  Tbe 
latter  administer  the  law  and  apply  it  by  their  own  officers,  and 
through  these  officers  exercise  authority  in  the  arrest  and  deten- 
tion of  fugitive  criminals.  This  fact  furnishes  a  legal  ground  for 
the  haheds  corpus  jurisdiction  of  State  courts  in  sudh  cases.  If  it 
be  true  that  the  arrest  is  under  the  color  of  Federal  authority  in  the 
sense  that  this  authority  furnishes  the  law,  then  it  is  just  as  true 
that  the  arrest  is  under  the  color  of  State  authority  in  the  sense 
that  this  authority  furnishes  the  entire  execution  of  the  law,  and 
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that,  too,  as  completely  as  it  gives  effect  to  any  purely  State 
law. 

The  habeas  corpus  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  rests  on 
one  ground,  and  that  of  State  courts  rests  on  another  and  equally 
valid  ground.  State  courts  have  assumed  and  exercised  this  jur- 
isdiction for  some  reason,  and  there  is  no  legal  basis  for  it  except 
the  fact  that  the  restraint  of  liberty  is  by  State  agency  acting 
within  the  limits  of  the  State.  If  the  agency  were  purely  Fed- 
eral, and  hence  the  custody  purely  such,  then  the  jurisdiction 
would  be  exclusive  in  the  Federal  courts. 

The  Attorney-General  of  Illinois,  in  1842,  in  ex  parte  Smithy  8 
McLean,  121,  reasoning  wholly  from  that  side  of  the  question 
which  relates  to  State  agency,  claimed  that  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  because  the 
arrest  of  Smith  was  "  under  and  by  color  of  authority  of  the 
State  of  Illinois,  by  the  oflBcers  of  Illinois,"  and  not  "  by  any  oflS- 
cers  of  the  United  States."  The  court,  however,  asserted  and 
exercised  jurisdiction,  on  the  ground  of  the  law  of  the  United 
States  relating  to  inter-State  extradition,  and  giving  authority 
to  State  Governors  to  order  such  arrests,  while  it  did  not  deny 
that  a  State  court  might  have  exercised  a  similar  jurisdiction  in 
the  same  case,  if  applied  to  for  this  purpose. 

Judge  Sawyer,  on  the  other  hand,  reasoning  exclusively  from 
the  fact  that  the  process  of  extradition  is  authorized  by  a  law  of 
Congress,  and  assuming  that  the  execution  of  this  law  is  that  of  a 
Federal  agency,  and  further  assuming  that  the  cases  of  Booth  and 
Tarble  are  essentially  parallel  to  an  extradition  case,  completely 
reverses  the  theory  set  up  by  the  Attorney-General  of  Illinois  in 
the  case  of  Smith,  and  comes  to  exactly  the  opposite  conclusion. 
His  doctrine  is  that  State  courts  have  no  habeas  corpus  jurisdic- 
tion in  extradition  cases,  and  that  the  whole  jurisdiction  to  inquire 
in  such  cases  into  the  cause  of  the  restraint  of  liberty  is  exclusively 
vested  in  the  Federal  courts. 

The  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  of  Illinois  in  the  case 
alluded  to  is  contradicted  by  the  well-settled  practice  of  the 
Federal  courts,  and  the  opinion  of  Judge  Sawyer  is  equally  con- 
tradicted by  the  uniform  practice  of  the  State  courts.  Neither 
view  represents  the  established  judicial  opinion  of  this  country. 
The  doctrine  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  having  its  basis  in  the 
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complex  character  of  an  extradition  case,  made  up  in  part  of  a 
Federal  element,  and  in  part  of  State  elements,  is  the  onlj  doctrine 
»  that  is  in  harmony  with  this  opinion,  or  with  the  practice  founded 
npon  it,  or  with  the  facts  that  compose  the  legal  materials  of  the 
case. 

The  argument  of  Judge  Sawyer  assumes  that  State  officers,  as 
8uch^  cannot  administer  tlie  laws  of  the  United  States,  even  when 
authorized  to  do  so  by  these  laws,  and  that  State  courts  have  no 
jurisdiction  in  cases  dependent  upon  the  Constitution  and  laws  o{ 
tlie  United  States.     This  is  manifestly  a  false  assumption.    Con- 
gress has,  in  repeated  instances,  empowered  State  officers  to  per- 
form acts  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  without  any  inti- 
mation that  these  officers,  in  the  performance  of  such  acts,  are  to 
be  regarded  as  Federal  officers.     (Kev.  Stat,  of  U.  S.,  §§  1014, 
1750,  1758, 1778,  2181,  3066,  3833,  4522,4546,4556-4559,4606, 
5280.)     The  State  officers  thus  empowered  are  not  appointed  by 
the  United  States,  or  removable  from  office  or  punishable  for  anv 
misdemeanor  by  Federal  authority.     They  are  simply  State  offi- 
cers, exercising  certain  powers  given  to  them  by  Congress. 

Nor  is  it  true,  as  the  argument  of  Judge  Sawyer  assumes,  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  State  courts  is  excluded  from  all  cases  th&t 
depend  upon  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
in  which  the  Federal  courts  have  jurisdiction.  Congress  has,  by 
special  statute,  made  the  latter  jurisdiction  exclusive  in  some  of 
these  cases,  but  not  in  all  of  them.     (Rev.  Stat,  of  U.  S.,  §  711.) 

The  judiciary  act  of  1789  (1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  73),  ia  the 
eleventh  section  thereof,  gave  to  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  Unitei 
States  "  original  cognizance,  concurrent  with  the  courts  of  ti^ 
several  States,  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature  at  common  law  or  vi 
equity,  where  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds,  exclusive  of  costs. 
the  sum  or  value  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and  the  United  Stares 
are  plaintiffs  or  petitioners,  or  an  alien  is  a  party,  or  the  suit  i^ 
between  a  citizen  of  the  State  wliere  it  is  brought  and  a  citizc'j 
of  another  State."  So,  also,  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  !MAr..u 
3,  1875  (18  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  470),  in  five  classes  of  ca^ef, 
gives  original  jurisdiction  to  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  TJnitae^i 
States,  "  concurrent  with  the  courts  of  the  several  States,"  si.- 
hence  suits  in  these  cases  maybe  brought  in  either  class  of  conrrs^ 

The  fact  that  an  extradition  case,  by  reason  of  the  law  tL*: 
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governs  it,  involves  a  Federal  element  in  virtue  of  whicli  a  Fed- 
eral court  may  exercise  a  habeas  corpvs  jnrisdiction  in  such  a 
case,  by  no  means  justifies  the  inference  that  State  courts  may 
not  exercise  a  similar  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.  There  is  no  basis 
for  this  inference  in  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  since  there  are  several  classes  of  cases  in  which  the  juris- 
diction of  the  two  classes  of  courts  is  concurrent.  We  think  that 
extradition  cases  form  one  of  these  classes ;  and  this  is  the  view 
which  is  sustained  by  the  practice  of  both  classes  of  courts.  Con- 
gress, certainly,  has  not  excluded  the  habeas  corpus  jurisdiction 
of  State  courts  in  these  cases ;  and  if  their  habeas  corpus  power, 
as  granted  and  defined  by  State  laws,  embraces  such  cases,  then 
no  reason  exists,  in  the  Federal  cognizance  of  the  same  cases, 
why  the  power  may  not  be  exercised. 

It  necessarily  results  from  this  view  that  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District  of  California,  in  the  case  of  In 
re  RdUb^  discharged  the  petitioner  from  a  custody  to  which  he 
was  lawfully  committed  by  the  order  of  the  Superior  Court  of 
San  Francisco.  The  latter  court,  under  the*  laws  of  California, 
had  a  hdbea,s  corpus  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  Bayley ;  and  if 
so,  then  it  had  the  right  to  compel  the  production  of  his  body  by 
!Robb  who,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  held  Bayley  in 
custody.  This  jurisdiction  having  attached  to  the  case,  and  being 
in  the  process  of  being  exercised,  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  had  no  right  to  interfere  with  it,  or  discharge  Eobb  from 
a  custody  which  it  was  enforcing  against  him  for  his  contempt. 
In  doing  so  it  invaded  the  rights  of  the  Superior  Court  of  San 
Francisco,  and  made  it  impossible  for  that  court  to  complete  the 
exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  which  had  lawfully  attached  to  the  case. 

The  case  of  Robb,  subsequently  to  the  preparation  of  the  above 
argument,  was  upon  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
California,  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 
{JtoVb  V.  Cannoay,  111  U.  S.  624.) 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
stated  the  case,  and  also  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution, and  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  12,  1793,  1  XT. 
S.  Stat,  at  Large,  302,  as  reproduced  in  sections  5278  and  5279 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States.  Having  stated  the 
principles  set  forth  by  the  court  in  Ahleman  v.  Booih  and  I%e 
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United  States  v.  Booth,  21  How.  506,  and  in  TarWe  Caae^  13 
Wall.  397,  be  then  proceeded  as  follows : 

From  this  review  of  former  decisions,  it  is  clear  that  the  ques- 
tion now  presented  has  never  been  determined  by  this  court.  In 
Ableman  v.  Booth,  the  prisoner,  as  we  have  seen,  was  held  in 
custody  by  an  oflScer  of  the  United  States,  under  a  warrant  of 
commitment  from  a  commissioner  of  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States,  for  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  general  government 
In  United  States  v.  Booth,  he  was  in  ciisto(^  in  pursuance  of  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  the  United  States  founded  upon  an  in- 
oictment,  charging  him  with  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  In  Tarbl^s  ^o^^,  the  person  whose  discharge  was 
sought  was  held  as  an  enlisted  soldier  of  the  army,  by  an  officer 
of  that  army  acting  directly  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States. 

No  such  questions  are  here  presented,  unless  it  be,  as  claimed, 
that  the  plaintiff  in  error  is,  within  the  principles  of  fonner  ad- 
judications, an  officer  of  the  United  States,  wielding  the  authority 
and  executing  the  power  of  the  nation.  We  are  all  of  opinion 
that  he  was  not  such  an  officer,  but  was  and  is  simply  an  agent 
of  the  State  of  Oregon,  invested  with  authority  to  i-eceive,  in  her 
behalf,  an  alleged  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  tiiat  State.  By  the 
very  terms  of  the  statute  under  which  the  executive  authority  of 
Oregon  demanded  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  the  fugitive,  he  is 
described  as  the  "  agent  of  such  authority." 

It  is  true  that  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  in  whicli  the 
fugitive  has  taken  refuge,  is  under  a  duty  imposed  by  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  to  cause  his  surrender 
upon  proper  demand  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State 
from  which  he  fled.  It  is  equally  true  that  the  authority  of  the 
agent  of  the  demanding  State  to  bring  the  fugitive  within  its 
territorial  limits,  is  expressly  conferred  by  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States,  and,  therefore,  while  so  transporting  liiin,  he  is,  in 
a  certain  sense,  in  the  exercise  of  an  authority  derived  from  the 
United  States.  But  these  circumstances  do  not  constitute  him  an  offi- 
cer of  the  United  State8,within  the  meaning  of  former  decisions, 
lie  is  not  appointed  by  the  United  States,  and  owes  no  duty  to  the 
National  Grovernment,  for  a  violation  of  which  he  may  be  pnnished 
by  its  tribunals  or  removed  from  office.  His  authority,  in  the 
fii*st  instance,  comes  from  the  State  in  which  the  fugitive  stands 
charged  with  crime.  He  is,  in  every  substantial  sense,  her  agent, 
as  well  in  receiving  custody  of  the  fugitive,  as  in  transporting  him 
to  the  State  under  whose  commission  he  is  acting.  Wliat  he 
does,  in  execution  of  that  authority,  is  to  the  end  that  the  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  his  State  may  be  punished.  The  fugitive  ie 
arrested  and  transported  for  an  offense  against  her  laws^  not  for 
an  offense  against  the  United  States. 
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The  essential  difference,  therefore,  between  the  cases  heretofore 
determined  and  the  present  one  is,  that  in  the  former,  the  judicial 
authorities  of  the  State  claimed  and  exercised  the  right,  upon 
habeas  corpus^  to  release  persons  held  in  custody  in  pursuance  of 
the  jnd^ent  of  a  court  of  the  United  States,  or  by  order  of  a 
Circuit  Court  commissioner,  or  bj  oiBcers  of  the  United  States 
in  execution  of  their  laws ;  while,  in  the  present  case,  the  person 
who  sued  out  the  writ  was  in  the  custody  of  an  agent  of  another 
State,  charged  with  an  offense  against  her  laws. 

Underlying  the  entire  argument  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  is  the  idea  that  the  judicial  tribanals  of  the  State  are  ex- 
cluded altogether  from  the  consideration  and  determination  of 
questions  involving  an  authority,  or  a  right,  privilege,  or  immun- 
ity, derived  from  toe  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States.  But  this  view  is  not  sustained  by  the  statutes  defining 
and  regulating  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
In  establishing  those  courts,  Congress  has  taken  care  not  to  ex- 
clude the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  courts  from  every  case  to  which, 
by  the  Constitution,  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  ex- 
tends. In  the  judiciary  act  of  1789  it  is  declared  that  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts  of  the  United  States  shall  have  original  cognizance, 
^'  concurrent  with  the  courts  of  the  several  States,"  of  all  suits  of 
a  civil  nature,  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  involving  a  certain 
amount,  in  which  the  United  States  are  plaintiffs  or  petitioners, 
or  an  alien  is  a  party,  or  the  suit  is  between  a  citizen  of  the  State 
where  the  suit  is  brought  and  a  citizen  of  another  State. 

By  section  711  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, 
as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  18,  1875,  jurisdiction,  exclus- 
ive of  the  courts  of  the  several  States,  is  vested  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  of  all  crimes  and  offenses  cognizable  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States;  of  all  suits  for  penalties  and  for- 
feitures incurred  under  their  laws ;  of  all  civil  causes  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction;  of  seizures  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  on  lana  or  on  waters  not  within  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction ;  of  all  cases  arising  under  the  patent-right  or  copy- 
right laws  of  the  United  States ;  of  all  matters  and  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy ;  and  of  all  controversies  of  a  civil  nature,  where  a 
State  is  a  party,  except  between  a  State  and  its  citizens,  or  between 
a  State  and  citizens  or  other  States  or  aliens ;  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  States  remaining  unaffected,  in  all  other  cases  to  which  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  may  be  extended. 

And  hj  the  act  of  March  3,  1875,  the  original  jurisdiction  of 
the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  is  enlarged  so  as  to  em- 
brace all  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  at  common  law  or  equity,  involv- 
ing  a  certain  amount,  arising  under  the  Constitution,  or  laws  of 
the  United  States,  or  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under 
their  authority,  or  in  which  the  United  States  are  plaintiffs  or 
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petitioners,  or  in  which  there  shall  be  a  controversy  between 
citizens  of  different  8tates,  or  a  controversy  between  citizens  of 
the  same  State  claiming  lands  under  grants  of  different  States,  or 
a  controversy  between  citizens  of  a  State  and  foreign  States, 
citizens,  or  subjects.  But  it  is  expresslv  declared  that  in  such 
cases  their  jurisdiction  is  "concurrent  witn  the  courts  of  the  several 
States," — the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter  courts  being,  of  course, 
subject  to  the  right  to  remove  the  suit  into  the  proper  court  of 
the  United  States,  at  the  time  and  in  the  mode  prescribed,  and  to 
the  appellate  power  of  this  court,  as  established  and  regulated  by 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  So,  that  a  State 
court  of  original  jurisdiction,  having  the  parties  before  it,  may, 
consistently  with  existing  Federal  le^slation,  determine  cases  at 
law  or  in  equity,  arising  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  involving  rights  dependent  upon  such  Constitu- 
tion or  law. 

Upon  the  State  courts,  equally  with  the  courts  of  the  Union, 
rests  the  obligation  to  gnard,  enforce  and  protect  every  right 
granted  or  secured  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and 
the  laws  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  whenever  those  rights  are 
involved  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  before  them  ;  for,  the  Judges 
of  the  State  courts  are  required  to  take  an  oath  to  support  that 
Constitution,  and  they  are  bound  by  it,  and  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties  made 
under  their  authority,  as  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  *^  any  thing 
in  the  constitution  or  laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing." If  they  fail  therein,  and  withhold  or  deny  rights, 
privileges,  or  immunities  secured  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  the  party  aggrieved  may  bring  the  case  from 
the  highest  court  of  the  State  in  which  the  question  could  be 
decided,  to  this  court  for  final  and  conclusive  determination. 

The  recognition,  therefore,  of  the  authority  of  a  State  court,  or 
of  one  of  its  Judges,  upon  writ  of  habeas  corpuSy  to  pass  upon 
the  legality  of  the  imprisonment,  within  the  territory  of  that 
State,  of  a  person  held  in  custody  —  otherwise  than  under  the 
judgment  or  orders  of  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  United 
States,  or  by  the  order  of  a  commissioner  of  a  Circuit  Courts 
or  by  officers  of  the  United  States  acting  under  their  laws 
—  cannot  be  denied  merely  because  the  proceedings  involve  the 
determination  of  rights,  privileges,  or  immunities  derived  from 
the  nation,  or  require  a  construction  of  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States.  Congress  has  not  undertaken  to  invest  the 
judicial  tribunals  of  the  United  States  with  exclusive  jurisdiction 
of  issuing  writs  of  habeas  corpus  in  proceedings  for  the  arrest  of 
fugitives  from  justice  and  their  delivery  to  the  authorities  of  the 
State  in  which  they  stand  charged  with  crime. 
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When  a  demand  has  been  made,  in  accordance  with  the  Con- 
stitntion  of  the  United  States,  bj  the  State  from  which  the  f agi- 
tive  has  fled,  upon  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  in  which 
he  is  fonnd,  that  instrument,  indeed,  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
latter  to  cause  his  arrest  and  surrender  to  the  executive  authority 
of  the  demanding  State,  or  to  the  agent  of  such  authority.  But 
if  it  should  appear,  upon  the  face  of  the  warrant  issued  for  the 
arrest  of  the  fugitive,  that  such  demand  was  not  accompanied  or 
supported  by  a  copy,  certified  to  be  authentic,  of  any  indictment 
found  against  the  accused,  or  of  any  affidavit  made  before  a  mag- 
istrate of  the  demanding  State  charging  the  commission  by  him 
of  some  crime  in  the  latter  State,  could  it  be  claimed  that  the 
arrest  of  the  fugitive  would  be  in  pursuance  of  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress, or  that  the  agent  of  the  demanding  State  had  authority  from 
the  United  States  to  receive  and  hold  him  to  be  transported  to 
that  State  ? 

This  question  could  not  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  except 
upon  the  supposition,  not  to  be  indulged,  that,  so  far  as  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  legislation  of  Congress  is  concerned,  the  transport- 
ing of  a  person  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State  in  which  he  resides, 
or  happens  to  be,  to  another  State,  depends  entirely  upon  tlie 
arbitrary  will  of  the  executive  authorities  of  the  State  demand- 
ing and  of  the  State  surrendering  him.  Whether  the  warrant  of 
arrest,  issued  by  the  Governor  of  California  for  the  arrest  of 
Bayley  appeared,  upon  its  face,  to  be  authorized  and  required  by 
the  act  01  Congress ;  that  is,  whether,  upon  its  face,  a  case  was 
made  behind  wnich  the  State  courts  or  officers  could  not  go,  con- 
sistently with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  are 
questions  upon  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion. 

What  we  decide  —  and  the  present  case  requires  nothing  more 
—  is,  that,  so  far  as  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  are  concerned,  it  is  com^tent  for  the  courts  of  the  State 
of  California,  or  for  any  of  her  judges  —  having  power,  under  her 
laws,  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corjms —  to  determine,  upon  writ 
of  habeas  corpus^  whether  the  warrant  of  arrest  and  the  delivery 
of  the  fugitive  to  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  were  in  con- 
formity with  the  statutes  of  the  United  States ;  if  so,  to  remand 
liim  to  the  custody  of  the  agent  of  Oregon.  And,  since  the 
alleged  fugitive  was  not,  at  the  time  the  writ  in  question  issued, 
in  the  custody  of  the  United  States,  by  any  of  their  tribunals  or 
officers,  the  court  or  judge  issuing  it  did  not  violate  any  right, 
privilege  or  immunity  secured  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  in  requiring  the  production  of  the  body  of  the 
fugitive  upon  the  hearing  of  the  return  to  the  writ,  to  the  end 
that  he  might  be  discharged  if,  upon  hearing,  it  was  adjudged 
that  his  detention  was  unauthorized  by  the  act  of  Cont^ret^s  pro- 
viding for  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice,  or 
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by  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  he  was  found.  The  writ  was 
without  value  or  effect  unless  the  body  of  the  accused  was  pro- 
duced. 

Subject,  then,  to  the  exclusive  and  paramount  authority  of  the 
national  government,  by  its  own  judicial  tribunals,  to  determine 
whether  persons  held  in  custody  by  authority  of  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  the  commissioners  of  such  courts,  or  by 
officers  of  the  general  government,  acting  under  its  laws,  are  so 
held  in  conformity  with  law,  the  States  have  the  right,  by  their 
own  courts,  or  by  the  judges  thereof,  to  inquire  into  the  grounds 
upon  which  any  person,  within  their  respective  territorial  limits. 
is  restrained  of  his  liberty,  and  to  discharge  him,  if  it  be  ascer- 
tained that  such  restraint  is  illegal ;  and  this,  notwithstanding 
such  illegality  may  arise  from  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  or 
the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  proper  to  say,  that  we  have  not  overlooked  the  recent 
elaborate  opinion  of  the  learned  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  ox  California  in  In  re  Rdbhj  19 
Fed.  Rep.  26.  But  we  have  not  been  able  to  reach  the  conclusion 
announced  by  him. 

For  the  reasons  we  have  stated,  and  without  considering  other 
questions  discussed  by  counsel,  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  California  must  be  affirmed. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  California,  whose  judgment  is  here 
affirmed,  held,  that  "the  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco  has 
power  to  compel  the  production  of  the  body  of  a  prisoner  before 
it,  and  has  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  detention," 
and  that  '^  if  the  party  having  the  prisoner  in  charge  refuse  to 
produce  him  in  obedience  to  the  writ  of  Kctbeas  carpus,  he  is  guilty 
of  a  contempt  of  court."  (1  Pac  Rep.  881.)  This  doctrine  was 
held  with  reference  to  the  case  of  Bayley,  and  the  refusal  of  Robb 
to  produce  his  body  before  the  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco ; 
and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  affirms  the  correct- 
ness of  the  doctrine,  and,  in  effisct,  overrules  both  the  decision  and 
the  reasoning  of  Judge  Sawyer  in  In  re  Jiobb,  19  Fed.  Rep.  26. 

The  new  doctrine  on  this  subject  adopted  by  Judge  Sawyer, 
and  in  defense  of  which  Wm.  Alfred  Clarke,  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco bar,  has  recently  published  a  pamphlet,  is  thus  set  aside  by 
the  supreme  judicial  authority  of  the  land. 
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CHAPTER  Xn. 

Ldotation  of  the  JuBISDIOnON. 

The  eleven  preceding  cliapters  have  been  devoted  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  variouB  qnestions  that  relate  to  inter-State  extra- 
dition, viewed  as  a  process  of  getting  legal  possession  of  a  fugi- 
tive criminal,  and  removing  him  to  the  State  or  Territory  from 
which  he  had  fled,  and  against  whose  laws  he  is  charged  with 
having  committed  an  offense.  This  is  the  object  of  the  process ; 
and  when  this  object  has  been  gained,  then  the  whole  work  of 
extradition  has  been  completed. 

There  remains,  however,  an  important  qnestion  to  be  considered ; 
and  that  question  is  whether  the  custody  of  the  party,  thus  ob- 
tained, is,  by  reason  of  the  manner  of  obtaining  it,  limited  in  the 
nse  thereof  to  the  specific  purpose  set  forth  in  the  extradition 
proceedings,  or  may  be  extended  to  other  and  different  purposes. 
May  this  party  be  put  on  trial  for  a  crime,  committed  prior  to  his 
extradition,  different  from  the  one  specified  in  the  demand  and 
delivery?  May  his  coerced  presence  in  the  demanding  State  or 
Territory  be  there  used  for  his  arrest  in  a  civil  action  and  the  en- 
forcement of  a  debt  claim  against  him  ?  The  avowed  object  of 
his  extradition  having  been  accomplished,  is  he  then  entitled  to  a 
reasonable  opportunity  of  departure  from  the  State  or  Territory, 
if  committing  no  offense  therein,  before  being  subjected  to  any 
other  legal  process  ?  In  a  word,  is  the  jurisdiction  to  be  exercised 
over  him  special  and  limited  to  the  purpose  for  which  the  custody 
was  gained,  or  is  it  general  and  apnlicable  to  any  purpose  known 
to  law  ? 

These  are  grave  questions,  and  no  treatise  on  the  subject  of  ex- 
tradition would  be  at  all  complete  if  it  omitted  to  consider  them. 
The  same  questions  substantially  arise  in  cases  of  international  ex- 
tradition, and  were  considered  in  Part  I  of  this  treatise.  What 
then  is  the  proper  answer  to  be  given  to  these  questions,  when 
the  extradition  is  between  the  different  States  of  this  Union,  and 
is  regulated  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  t 

The  design  of  this  chapter  will  be,  by  an  examination  of  judicial 
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authorities  and  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  to  ascer- 
tain what  is  the  truth  in  respect  to  the  point  stated. 

1.  General  Bales  of  Law.  —  It  is  well  settled,  as  a  general 
rule  or  principle  of  law,  that  a  person  who,  being  without  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court,  has  been  brought  within  it  on  a  criminal 
charge  as  a  mere  pretext  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  against 
him  in  a  civil  action,  cannot  be  arrested  and  held  in  snch  action  at 
the  suit  of  any  party  who  was  concerned  in  such  an  abuse  of  a 
legal  process.  The  criminal  charge  in  such  a  case  is  practically  a 
deception  ;  and  the  courts  have  very  properly  decided  that  the 
party  or  parties  to  such  deceptions  shall  derive  no  advantages 
therefrom.  {Carpenter  v.  Spoaner^  2  Sandf.  717;  Sf telling  v. 
Watrons^  3  Paige,  314;  WdUy.  Gumey^  8  Barn.  &  Cresw.  709; 
Berminghoffy.  Oawdly  37  How.  Pr.  235 ;  Metcalf  v.  Clarke^  41 
Barb.  45  ;  Seamer  v.  Bdbmaon^  3  Duer,  622 ;  and  Fay  v.  Oatley^ 
6  Wis.  42.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  in  Warner  v.  Bright^  52  Dla. 
35,  laid  down  the  following  doctrine  on  this  subject :  1.  That 
no  court  will  take  jurisdiction  of  a  party  when  it  is  obtained  by 
fraud :  that  a  defendant  is  not  amenable  to  process  unless  he  is 
in,  or  voluntarily  comes  within,  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
court :  and  that  even  a  valid  and  lawful  act  cannot  be  accomplislied 
by  such  unlawful  means  as  enticing  a  party  by  fraud  to  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  so  as  to  subject  him  to  pro- 
cess. 2.  That  when  a  party  has  been  fraudulently  induced  to 
come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  so  as  to  render  him  or  his 
property  amenable  to  its  process,  he  may  have  his  action  there- 
for. 3.  That  where  a  party  was  decoyed  from  one  State  into  an- 
other, for  the  purpose  of  his  arrest  in  the  latter  State,  in  a  civil 
action,  the  creditors  guilty  of  such  fraudulent  conduct  and  abase 
of  process,  not  only  could  not  make  them  availing  for  the  pur- 
pose intended,  but  were  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  party 
for  the  illegal  arrest  and  imprisonment. 

The  fraud  in  this  ca6e  consisted  in  writing  a  letter  which  was 
a  mere  fabrication,  and  was  designed  to  decoy  the  party  from  an- 
other State  to  Chicago,  where,  immediately  upon  his  arrival,  he  was 
arrested  in  a  civil  action.  The  court  held  that  the  creditors  who 
were  guilty  of  this  trick,  were  not  only  not  entitled  to  derive  any 
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benefit  therefrom,  but  were  amenable  in  an  action  against  them 
therefor. 

The  American  Law  Record^  vol.  6,  p.  644,  contains  a  brief  re- 
cital of  three  cases  in  which  the  court  held  that  a  party,  invited 
into  the  jurisdiction  for  consultation  on  business  affairs,  cannot  be 
served  with  summons  before  he  has  had  a  reasonable  time  to  depart, 
after  the  termination  of  the  business  on  which  he  was  invited  to 
come  within  the  jurisdiction. 

It  is  a  general  principle  that,  where  one  is  compelled  by  the 
operation  of  law  to  be  in  a  place  which  is  not  his  ordinary  home, 
the  law  will  protect  him  for  the  time  being,  against  all  legal  pro- 
cesses for  his  arrest  in  that  place,  unless  he  there  commits  an  of- 
fense. It  was  on  this  principle  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mich- 
igan, in  Watson  v.  The  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Detroit^ 
40  Mich.  729,  held  that  an  arrest  by  a  State  court  of  a  person 
attending  under  process  of  a  Federal  court  is  unlawful,  whether 
the  Federal  court  interfered  or  not. 

No  sufficient  reason  can  be  assigned  why  these  principles  of  law 
should  not  be  applied  in  extradition  cases,  so  as  to  guard  the  pro- 
cess against  abuse,  or  diversion  from  the  purpose  intended  by  the 
Constitution.  The  use  of  the  process  for  any  other  purpose  is  an 
abuse.  On  this  point  Judge  Cooley  uses  the  following  strong 
and  emphatic  language : 

'^  To  obtain  the  surrender  of  a  man  on  one  charge,  and  then 
put  him  upon  trial  on  another,  is  a  serosa  abuse  of  the  constitu- 
tional compact.  We  believe  it  to  be  a  violation  also  of  legal 
principles.  It  is  a  general  rule  that,  where  by  compulsion  of  law 
a  man  is  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  for  one  purpose,  his  pres- 
ence shall  not  be  taken  advantage  of  to  subject  him  to  le^  de- 
mands or  legal  restraints  for  another  purpose.  The  legal  privi- 
leges from  arrest,  when  one  is  in  the  performance  of  a  legal  duty 
away  from  his  home,  rest  npon  this  rule,  and  they  are  merely  the 
expressions  of  reasonable  exemption  from  unfair  advantages. 
The  reason  of  the  rule  applies  to  these  cases ;  and  it  should  be 
held,  as  it  recently  has  been  in  Kentucky,  that  the  fugitive  sur- 
rendered on  one  charge  is  exempt  from  prosecution  on  any  other. 
He  is  within  the  State  by  compulsion  of  law  upon  a  single  accu- 
sation. He  has  a  right  to  have  that  disposed  of,  and  then  to  de- 
part in  peace."     {PrinGeton  Heview,  January,  1879,  p.  176.) 

Courts,  as  will  appear  in  the  sequel,  have  not  always  adopted 
this  view ;   and  yet  it  is  the  only  just  and  proper  view  in  the 
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premises,  and  the  only  view  that  is  consistent  with  the  letter  and 
intent  of  the  constitutional  provision  relating  to  extradition. 

2.  Williams  v.  Bacon^  10  Wend.  636.—  The  facts  in  this  case 
were  as  follows : 

Bacon  was  brought  into  the  State  of  New  York,  as  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  by  a  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  the  State  upon 
the  Governor  of  Massachusetts.  He  was  tried  and  acquitted  of 
the  charge  brought  against  him ;  yet  while  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff  and  before  his  trial,  he  was  arrested  on  five  writs  of  capias  ad 
respondendum  in  actions  founded  upon  contract,  and  was  detained 
thereon  after  bis  acquittal.  He  sued  out  a  habeas  corpus  and  was 
discharged  from  custody  by  a  commissioner.  While  the  subject 
was  under  advisement  before  the  commissioner  who  issued  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus j  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  who 
had  issued  one  of  the  five  writs  upon  which  the  defendant  had 
been  arrested,  sued  out  the  capias^  and  obtained  an  order  to  hold 
to  bail,  on  which  last  capias  the  defendant  was  arrested,  after  he 
was  set  at  large  under  the  habeas  corpus,  A  motion  was  then 
made  to  set  aside  the  capias  last  issued  and  the  arrest  under  it 

In  regard  to  this  motion^  the  court,  Judge  Nelson  delivering 
the  opinion,  said  : 

'^  It  is  well  settled  in  England  that  a  person  in  custody  of  the 
marshal  or  sheriff  on  a  criminal  charge,  before  or  after  convic- 
tion, is  subject  to  a  civil  action,  if  leave  of  a  court  or  a  judge  in 
vacation  is  first  granted.  (Chitty's  Or.  L.  661;  Foster's  Cr.  L 
61, 2 ;  Todd's  Pr.  306 ;  2  Archb.  Fr.  122  :  2  New.  R  245.)" 

'*  The  defendant  is  not  within  the  rule  privileging  suitors  and 
witnesses  from  arrest  whilst  going  to,  attending  at,  and  returning 
from  court ;  for,  if  so,  the  rule  allowing  crimmals  in  custody  to 
be  charged  in  civil  actions  would  not  have  been  establislied,  for 
the  privilege  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  suit.  It  would 
be  unjust  and  unreasonable  to  extend  the  privilege  to  cases  of  this 
kind  ;  for  it  must  continue,  if  it  exist  at  all,  during  the  whole 
period  of  the  criminal  custody.  It  might  and  would  tead  to  great 
abuse." 

'^  There  is  no  pretense  that  the  criminal  proceeding  in  this  case 
was  a  mere  pretext  to  bring  the  defendant  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  against  him  eiviliUr. 
The  argument  of  the  defendant's  counsel  in  this  particular  is  not 
supported  by  the  facts  of  the  case.  Had  such  fact  appeared,  the 
defendant  would  have  been  discharged.  As  it  is,  tne  motion  is 
denied,  with  costs." 
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The  ruling  in  this  case  is  that,  if  there  is  no  evidence  showing 
that  the  proceedings  in  extradition  were  instituted  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  the  party  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  order 
to  proceed  against  him  in  a  civil  action  an  arrest  in  such  action, 
one  having  been  made,  will  not  be  set  aside.  If,  however,  it  ap- 
pears that  such  was  the  real  object  of  the  extradition  proceed- 
ings, then  the  party,  if  arrested  in  a  civil  action,  will  be  discharged 
therefrom. 

The  deliverance  of  Judge  Kelson  makes  no  distinction  between 
an  ordinary  arrest  of  a  party  on  a  criminal  charge,  already  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  the  case  in  which  a  party  has 
been  brought  within  that  jurisdiction  by  the  process  of  extradi- 
tion. In  the  latter  case  the  party  was  demanded  by  one  State 
of  another  State,  on  a  specific  charge  of  crime,  and  on  the  basis 
of  this  charge  delivered  up  that  he  might  be  tried  for  the  crime 
charged.  A  custody  thus  obtained  differs  very  materially  from 
that  obtained  by  an  ordinary  arrest.  The  action  of  the  deliver- 
ing State  in  withdrawing  from  the  accused  the  right  of  asylum, 
and  handing  him  over  to  another  jurisdiction  on  the  charge  of  a 
specific  crime,  and  the  action  of  the  demanding  State  in  desig- 
nating the  crime  for  which  the  custody  is  sought,  raise  a  question 
of  good  faith  as  between  these  States  that  does  not  exist  at  all  in 
an  ordinary  arrest  on  a  criminal  charge.  The  two  cases  are  by  no 
means  identical. 

3.  Underwood  v.  Fetter,  6  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  66.  —  The  de- 
fendant in  this  case  was  indicted  in  the  city  of  New  York  for 
obtaining  goods  on  false  pretenses,  and,  on  a  requisition  by  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  addressed  to  the  Governor 
of  Louisiana,  was  brought  to  the  city  of  New  York  as  a  fugitive 
from  justice.  While  on  his  way  from  New  Orleans,  one  of  the 
creditors,  together  with  the  agent  employed  by  the  plaintiff  and 
all  the  other  creditors,  went  to  Baltimore  for  the  purpose  of  meet- 
ing him  there,  and,  if  possible,  arranging  the  business  matters  in 
controversy  between  him  and  his  New  York  creditors. 

These  parties  failed  to  meet  the  defendant  at  Baltimore,  as  was 

by  them  proposed.    Being  brought  to  the  city  of  New  York,  he 

was  admitted  to  bail  on  the  criminal  indictment ;  and  then,  on 

the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  these  creditors^ 
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he  was  taken  into  custody  by  virtue  of  a  capias  ad  rsspandendunij 
and,  in  default  of  bail,  was  committed  to  prison. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant,  in  the  light  of  these  facta,  moved 
for  his  discharge  from  this  arrest,  on  his  filing  common  baiL  One 
of  the  grounds  of  the  motion  was  ^^  that  the  plaintifiE,  having 
brought  the  defendant  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  by 
his  own  procurement  on  a  criminal  charge,  could  not,  during  his 
forced  residence  here,  commence  civil  suits  against  him,"  and 
that  the  plaintifE  should  not  he  allowed  '^  to  make  the  criminal  law 
the  instrument  for  the  collection  of  his  debts." 

Judge  Edwards,  who  was  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Sopreaoie 
Court  and  who  heard  the  case  at  Chambers,  granted  the  motion 
and  discharged  the  defendant  from  the  arrest  upon  his  filing  com- 
mon bail,  provided  that  he  stipulated  to  bring  no  action  of  false 
imprisonment  against  the  plaintifiE  for  such  arrest  The  Judge 
s^id^  '^  that  the  plaintifiE,  having  taken  criminal  proceedings  against 
the  defendant,  and  brought  him  within  this  State,  should  not 
^hen  be  allowed  to  arrest  him  upon  civil  process." 

The  plaintifiE  explicitly  denied  that  the  object  of  the  extradi- 
tion proceeding  was  to  secure  the  opportunity  of  instituting  the 
civil  suit ;  and  yet  the  Judge  laid  down  this  doctrine  as  applicable 
to  the  case,  and  furnishing  a  good  reason  for  the  dischaige,  not- 
withstanding the  plaintifiE 's  denial. 

4.  Lagraye's  Case^  14  Abb.  Pr.  [N.  S.]  833.  —  This  case,  in 
some  of  its  aspects,  has  already  been  considered  in  Part  I.  It  is 
recalled  for  further  examination,  because  some  phases  of  it  are 
pertinent  in  the  present  connection. 

Lagrave,  who  had  been  extradited  from  France  by  the  procure- 
ment of  certain  creditors  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  against 
whom,  on  his  arrival  at  that  city,  some  of  these  creditors  insti- 
tuted civil  actions  in  which  he  was  arrested,  was  brought,  in  the 
first  instance,  before  Judge  Fancher,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  on  writs  of  habeas  corpus  and 
certiorari.  The  extradition  was  wrongfully  made  since  the  of- 
fense charged  was  not  an  extradition  crime  in  the  treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  France.  Judge  Fancher  said  in  regard  to 
the  case: 
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^'  It  must  be  conceded  that  if  the  creditors,  who  procnred  and 
caused  to  bo  served  on  the  relator  the  orders  of  arrest  in  civil 
actions,  are  responsible  for  the  seizure  of  the  relator  on  French 
soil,  and  for  his  extradition  to  the  United  States,  there  has 
been,  according  to  the  principle  of  several  well  considered  au- 
thorities, such  an  abuse  of  process  as  will  require  the  court  to  set 
aside  the  arrest." 

After  a  careful  examination  of  all  the  facts  in  the  case,  the 
Judge  further  said : 

^^  The  result  of  these  remarks  is,  that  the  relator  was  not  legally 
arrested  in  the  several  orders  of  arrest  mentioned  in  the  return ; 
and  so  far  as  he  is  imprisoned  or  detained  because  of  them,  he  is 
entitled  to  his  discharge." 

Lagrave  was,  however,  remanded  to  custody  on  the  ground  of 
a  bench  warrant,  in  which  he  was  declared  to  be  indicted  for  burg- 
lary, a  copy  of  which  was  annexed  to  the  sherifE^s  return.  The 
fact  that  he  was  forcibly  brought  within  the  jurisdiction,  as  Judge 
Fancher  held,  was  no  ground  for  discharging  him  from  arrest  in 
a  criminal  matter,  and  hence,  while  discharging  him  as  to  the  dvil 
actions,  the  Judge  remanded  him  ''  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff 
on  the  warrant  issued  on  the  indictment  in  the  General  Sessions 
against  him,  with  directions  to  take  the  relator  before  that  court 
to  answer  the  indictment." 

Mr.  H.  F.  Averill,  who  had  not  participated  in  the  proceedings 
which  resulted  in  bringing  Lagrave  within  the  jurisdiction, 
brought  a  separate  action  against  him,  and  the  summons  having 
been  served  on  him,  he  made  a  motion  before  Judge  Daniels  to 
have  the  same  set  aside.  The  Judge,  having  remarked  that  the 
extradition  of  Lagrave  appears  to  have  been  fraudulent,  proceeded 
to  say:  ^^The  law  will  not  sanction  fraudulent  or  wrongful 
proceedings,  and,  for  this  reason,  it  deprives  the  party  taking 
them  of  all  the  advantages  he  attempts  to  derive  from  them.  He 
cannot  avail  himself  of  process  that  can  only  be  rendered  service- 
able as  a  triumph  of  fraud." 

The  simple  service  of  a  summons  upon  Lagrave^  requiring  bim 
to  answer  the  allegations  of  the  creditor,  did  not,  as  the  Judge 
held,  impose  any  restraint  on  his  person,  and  inasmuch  as  the 
Bommons  was  served  in  the  interest  of  a  creditor  who  had  no 
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participation  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  he  refused  to  set  the 
process  aside.     The  opinion  concludes  as  follows: 

"In  principle,  there  can  be  no  practical  difEerence  between  the 
case  of  a  fugitive  brought  from  a  neighboring  State  under  tlie 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  Uuited  States,  and  one  brought  from 
a  foreign  country  under  the  provisions  of  treaties.  In  each  the 
right  01  freedom  to  return  is  precisely  the  same,  and  the  implied 
guaranty  of  that  right  under  the  laws  is  no  greater  in  one  caae 
than  it  is  in  the  other ;  and  as  the  process  served  in  this  action 
did  not  interfere  with  the  full  and  complete  exercise  of  that  right 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  was  in  no  way  implicated  with 
the  parties  improperly  securing  his  return  to  this  country,  the 
previous  motion  must  be  denied  with  costs." 

It  is  trae,  that  in  this  case  the  extradition  was  international,  yet 
the  principles  of  law  applied  to  it  by  Judge  Daniels,  hold  equally 
good  in  inter-State  extradition.  As  remarked  by  the  Judge, 
there  is  no  practical  difference  between  the  two  forms  of  extra- 
dition so  far  as  abuse  of  the  process  is  concerned. 

The  case  of  Lagrave  was,  in  Bachardch  v.  Lctgravej  appellant, 
and  Adricmce  v.  Lagra/oe^  appellant,  4  N.  T.  Supreme  G)urt 
(Thompson  and  Cook),  215,  carried  to  the  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  and  the  order  of  the  Special  Terra 
refusing  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  was  reversed  by  the 
General  Term. 

The  case  then,  in  Adriancey  appellant,  v.  Lagrave,  59  K.  T. 
110,  came  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
and  here  the  order  of  the  General  Term  was  reversed  and  that 
of  the  Special  Term  affirmed.  The  doctrine  held  by  the  Conrt 
of  Appeals  was  that  Lagrave  though  extradited  from  France  on 
a  criminal  charge,  was  subject  to  arrest,  before  he  could  return, 
on  a  civil  process.  Chief  Judge  Church,  after  alluding  to  previ- 
ous actions,  and  to  the  general  rule  of  law  which  excludes  parties 
concerned  in  fraudulent  extraditions  from  profiting  thereby  in 
bringing  civil  actions  against  the  accused,  said :  ^^  But  this  role 
does  not  apply  to  persons  not  concerned  in  the  trick  or  device  by 
which  the  party  was  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court." 

This,  in  effect,  adopts  the  view  stated  by  Judge  Nelson  in  FiZ- 
liams  V.  Bacon^  supra,  in  application  to  a  case  of  inter-State  ex- 
tradition. 
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6.  Compton^  Ault  &  Co.  y.  Wilder^  7  Amer.  Law  Record^ 
212, — This  case  originally  came  before  the  Superior  Court  of 
Cincinnati,  and  the  facts  in  respect  to  it  are  stated  by  Judge 
Yaple,  as  follows : 

It  appears  that  D.  H.  Wilder,  upon  a  requisition  of  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Ohio,  directed  to  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  was 
arrested  there  and  brought  to  Ohio  to  answer  to  a  criminal  charge 
for  an  alleged  act  made  indictable  and  punishable  by  the  laws  of 
Ohio,  the  alleged  offense  having  consisted  in  a  claim  that  he  had 
misrepresented  his  wealth  to  Compton,  Ault  &  Co.,  and  induced 
them  to  become  parties  to  a  note  for  some  $5,000,  which  they 
were  compelled  to  pay.  For  that  reason  he  was  brought  here. 
The  defendant  waived  a  preliminary  examination  and  was  bound 
over  to  answer  the  charge  before  the  grand  jury  of  the  county 
and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  if  the  grand  jury  should  find 
a  true  bill.     He  gave  bond  thereupon. 

After  he  had  given  his  bond  and  was  discharged  —  on  the  same 
day  —  Compton,  Ault  &  Co.  brought  this  suit  to  recover  from 
"Wilder  the  amount  of  money  they  claimed  they  had  lost  by  reason 
of  his  representations.  They  averred  further  that  the  obligation 
was  incurred  by  his  fraudulent  acts  and  misrepresentations.  They 
had  an  order  oi  arrest  issued.  Wilder  was  arrested  and  summons 
was  served  upon  him.  He  tiles  a  motion  now  to  have  the  service 
of  the  summons  and  the  service  of  the  order  of  arrest  set  aside, 
and  asks  that  he  be  discharged . 

The  arrest  was  made  on  the  same  day  he  was  bound  over,  and 
had  given  bond  on  the  criminal  charge,  and  it  appears  prior  to  the 
time  that  a  through  train  would  start  for  Corry,  Pennsvlvania, 
from  Cincinnati,  Mr.  Wilder  being  a  resident  of  Corry,  Pennsyl- 
vania, where  he  had  lived  some  years. 

That  motion  is  resisted.  Of  course,  it  is  not  claimed  that  a 
suit  cannot  be  brought  and  an  order  of  arrest  may  not  be  sworn 
out  and  prosecuted,  provided  a  valid  service  can  be  obtained.  But 
the  defendant  says  a  valid  service  cannot  be  obtained  under  the 
circumstances  under  which  this  one  was  obtained. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  Compton,  Anlt  &  Co.  were  the  movers 
in  procuring  the  requisition  and  the  institution  of  the  criminal 
charge  against  Wilder  and  in  having  him  brought  here.  It  was 
at  their  instance  that  the  power  of  the  State  of  Ohio  was  invoked, 
and  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  acted,  and  in  consequence  of 
which  Wilder  is  here. 

The  Judge,  having  explained  the  constitutional  provision  and 
the  law  of  Congress  relating  to  the  extradition  of  fugitive  crimi- 
nals, concludes  his  opinion  as  follows : 
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If  a  stranger,  who  had  nothing  to  do  with  thtsse  extradition 
proceedings,  had  found  Wilder  on  that  day  here  and  served  him 
with  process  and  got  out  a  capias,  whether  or  not  Wilder  could 
have  set  aside  that  service,  because  he  had  been  brought  here  on 
a  requisition  originating  from  sources  with  which  the  plaintiff  had 
nothing  to  do,  we  need  not  determine ;  nor  if  he  had  been  tried 
and  acquitted  and  then  these  parties  should  thereafter  issaea  capins, 
or  if  he  had  been  arrested  for  another  crime  against  this  State. 
That  is  not  this  case.  The  case  is  still  broader  in  behalf  of  his 
rights  than  if  he  was  a  mere  suitor  at  court,  whether  as  a  volun- 
tary citizen  or  as  a  criminal.  He  is  not  a  citizen  of  Ohio.  He 
comes  here  by  virtue  of  a  very  extraordinary  power  —  the  power 
of  the  United  States,  acting  through  the  f!xecntive  of  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  and  one  tnat  he  cannot  resist  —  and  then  tlie 
party  who  procures  the  requisition  brings  a  suit  before  he  has 
time  to  return,  and  the  question  is  whether  this  defendant  csin 
say  that  that  is  an  abuse  of  the  extradition,  and  he  cannot  be  held 
to  answer  to  the  claim. 

These  plaintiffs  who  ffot  out  the  requisition  say  they  did  it 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  the  criminal  prosecution,  and  not  with 
any  ultimate  designs  for  a  civil  suit,  and  it  was  not  until  after  the 
bail  was  given  that  they  formed  the  intention  of  bringing  a  civil 
suit,  and  they  claim  that  for  that  reason  they  should  hold  him. 

It  seems  to  me  that  to  allow  that  as  valid,  even  taking  it  for 

f  ranted,  which  I  have  to  do,  that  it  is  all  true,  is  opening  the 
oor  to  a  very  easy  abuse  of  this  power.  A  man  may  simply  :< 
careful  not  to  form  or  aver  any  purpose  until  certain  contingencies 
occur. 

1  take  this  to  be  the  rule,  that  where  parties  procure  the  extri- 
dition  process,  and  have  a  party  brought  into  another  State  on  s 
criminal  charge  growing  out  of  some  of  their  property  or  moncj 
rights,  these  parties  have  no  right  to  institute  a  civil  suit,  baring 
its  origin  in  tne  alleged  crime.  I  think  a  person  who  wotild  uit- 
dertake  to  sustain  process,  if  it  can  be  done,  should  have  had,  ^ 
least,  no  direct  or  indirect  connection  with  the  procuring  of  tk 
extradition  and  the  bringing  of  the  party  to  this  State  to  answer, 
for  it  comes  simply  to  this,  that  it  would  enable  a  citizen  of  Cin- 
cinnati to  extend  the  area  of  Ohio's  laws  beyond  the  State,  aic 
bring  the  citizen  of  Pennsylvania  into  its  jurisdiction,  and  then? 
compel  him  to  respond  to  civil  demands. 

We  must  bear  this  in  mind.  Wilder  lives  in  Corry.  If  he  h^ 
violated  any  of  the  rights  of  these  parties,  or  owes  them  an^  thiiir, 
the  courts  arc  open  there  and  vrill  administer  justice  as  faithfni.j 
as  we  can  do  it. 

The  rule  I  have  indicated  will  have  to  be  adopted.  Wliea 
criminals  are  extradited  and  brought  into  another  State,  those  w::- 
were  the  cause  of  having  the  requisition  sued  out,  directlj  or  i^* 
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directly,  are  forbidden  to  institute  a  civil  suit  nntil  the  party  has 
a  reasonable  time  to  return.  Of  course  he  would  have  until  the 
train  went  out  After  viewing  this  matter  in  all  its  consequences, 
I  |eel  constrained  to  set  aside  the  service  of  summons  and  the 
service  of  arrest  and  to  discharge  the  defendant. 

As  this  action  defeats  substantially  the  claim  of  the  plainti£b, 
at  present,  in  this  court,  the  case  may  be  taken  up  on  error. 
There  is  no  question  that  I  should  like  to  see  decidea  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  State  of  Ohio  more  than  this. 

The  District  Court  of  Hamilton  county,  in  a  review  of  the 
case  upon  exceptions  taken  by  the  plaintiffs,  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Superior  Court  of  Cincinnati ;  and  then  the  case  was 
carried  by  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio.  {Comp- 
tarij  AuU  <&  Co.  v.  i>.  H.  Wilder^  9  Cincinnati  Law  Bulletin,  814.) 

Judge  Nash,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  gave  a 
brief  history  of  the  case,  and  then  proceeded  to  say : 

Wilder  had  been  surrendered  by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  to 
be  prosecuted  by  the  State  of  Ohio  and  in  her  name  for  an  al- 
leged crime.  It  was  for  this  purpose  alone  that  the  State  of  Ohio 
asked  his  extradition.  It  was  tor  this  purpose  alone  that  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania  handed  one  of  her  citizens  over  to  the 
officers  of  Ohio. 

This  proceeding  took  place  by  virtue  of  that  portion  of  section 
2,  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  states,  which  pro- 
vides that  a  person  chaiwd  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony  or 
other  crime,  who  shall  nee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  another 
State,  shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State 
from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  to  be  removed  to  the  State 
having  jurisdiction,  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  enacted  to  make  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  ef- 
fective. 

In  this  case,  the  machinery  was  set  in  motion  by  Compton, 
Ault  &  Co.  by  the  application  to  the  Governor  of  Ohio.  Good 
faith  upon  the  part  of  these  applicants,  and  good  faith  upon  the 

Eart  of  Ohio  to  the  surrendering  State,  demanded  that  Wilder 
avinff  been  by  force  brought  into  Ohio  for  a  specific  purpose 
should  not  be  deprived  of  any  rights  except  such  as  he  had  for- 
feited by  the  commissiou  of  tlie  afleged  crime.  He  cannot  be  held 
to  have  forfeited  any  right  before  conviction.  It  is  claimed  that 
he  was  indebted  to  Compton,  Ault  &  Co.  If  he  was,  it  was  his 
right  to  be  sued  in  the  jurisdiction  in  which  he  was  domiciled, 
unless  he  voluntarily  came  into  the  jurisdiction  of  Ohio. 

It  was  bad  faith  in  Compton,  Ault  &  Co,  to  commence  a 
civil  action  and  attempt  to  serve  a  summons  and  an  order  of  ar- 
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rest  therein  upon  Wilder  before  conviction,  and  before  he  had  an 
opportunity  to  retorn  to  his  home.  It  would  become  bad  faith 
in  this  State  if  its  courts  should  make  such  service  effective. 

It  was  a  dutj  made  incumbent  upon  the  Governor  of  Pennsyl- 
vania by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  surrender 
Wilder,  upon  proper  application  from  the  Governor  of  Ohio. 
But  as  renecting  upon  tms  question  of  good  faith,  it  is  not  irrele- 
vant to  look  at  the  legislative  enactments  of  this  State  upon  tliiB 
subject. 

March  25,  1870,  the  General  Assembly  adopted  a  resolutiou 
relative  to  the  surrender  of  persons  charged  with  treason,  felony 
or  other  crimes  (67  Ohio  L.  171.)  In  this  resolution  it  was  sug- 
gested that  in  the  opinion  of  the  General  Assembly,  the  Gover- 
nor of  Ohio  should  not  make  a  requisition  for  an  alleged  fugitive 
from  justice  nntil  clearly  satisfied  that  the  requisition  is  sought  in 
good  faith  for  the  punishment  of  crime  and  not  for  the  purpose 
of  collecting  anv  debt  or  pecuniary  mulct,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
removing  the  alleged  fugitive  to  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  with  a 
view  there  to  serve  him  with  civil  process.  It  also  suggested  that 
the  Governor  should  be  in  like  manner  satisfied  before  issuing  hi& 
warrant  upon  a  requisition  made  upon  him  by  any  other  State  for 
an  alleged  fugitive. 

The  rule  thus  suggested  has  governed  the  executive  department 
of  the  State  since  1870.  What  waa  formerly  a  rule  of  the  execu- 
tive department  suggested  by  the  General  Assembly  became  a 
law  controlling  the  action  of  the  Governor,  on  the  first  of  Jan- 
ua^,  1880.  (fiev.  Stats.,  §  95.) 

By  the  action  of  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  her 
government,  Ohio  has  indicated  to  the  other  States,  her  purpose 
to  confine  the  use  of  power  to  extradite  persons  charged  with 
crime  to  its  sole  and  proper  object. 

To  secure  a  service  of  summons  in  a  civil  action  like  the  one 
we  are  considering  is  not  one  of  the  objects  intended  to  be  ac- 
complished by  this  grant  of  power. 

In  a  country  like  ours,  this  power  is  useful  and  indispensable. 
It  was  intended,  however,  to  subserve  great  public  interests. 
When  otherwise  used,  it  becomes  an  evil. 

The  temptation  to  make  it  subservient  to  private  interests  i^ 
great.  This  weapon,  intended  alone  to  secure  the  pnnishmeDtof 
crime,  is  frequently  resorted  to  to  enforce  the  collection  of  pri- 
vate debts,  or  to  remove  a  citizen  from  his  home  into  a  foreign 
jurisdiction  that  he  may  there  be  sued  in  a  civil  action. 

This  growing  evil  has  been  seen  and  appreciated  by  the  chief 
executives  of  many  States,  and  to  guard  against  it,  rules  and  regu- 
lations are  being  aidopted  which  may  make  the  extradition  of  aQ 
alleged  fugitive  in  a  proper  case  extremely  difiicult.    It  has  been 
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recognized  by  both  the  executive  and  legislatiye  branches  of  our 
Government  as  is  shown  by  their  former  action. 

The  judicial  should  be  as  swift  in  putting  the  seal  of  condem- 
nation upon  this  abuse  as  have  been  the  other  branches  of  the 
Government.  The  certain  remedy  to  prevent  its  growth,  is  to 
deprive  all  persons  who  participate  in  the  misuse  of  the  power 
to  extradite  persons,  alleged  to  be  fugitives  from  justice,  of  the 
fiiiits  resulting  from  such  participation. 

We  approve  of  the  conclusions  reached  bv  the  Superior  Court 
of  Cincinnati  and  the  District  Court  of  Hamilton  county,  and 
affirm  their  judgment. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

Decided  May  29,  1888. 

The  language  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  Cincinnati  is  emphatic  in  insisting  that  the  extradition  remedy, 
provided  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  shall 
be  rigidly  confined  to  the  single  purpose  specified,  and  that  all 
attempts  to  make  it  serve  other  purposes  should  be  defeated  by 
the  action  of  courts,  whenever  they  have  occasion  to  deal  with 
the  subject. 

The  Supreme  Court  said  '^  that  good  faith  upon  the  part  of 
Ohio  to  the  surrendering  State  demanded  that  Wilder,  having 
been  by  force  brought  into  Ohio  for  a  specific  purpose,  should 
not  be  deprived  of  any  rights,  except  such  as  he  had  forfeited  by 
the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime."  Here  is  a  statement  of 
the  principle  that  confines  the  custody  secured  by  the  extradition 
remedy  to  the  single  purpose  contemplated  in  the  law,  and  set 
forth  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  and  that  excludes  all  other 
purposes.  The  application  of  this  principle  is  demanded  by  good 
faith. 

6.  The  Matter  of  Noyes^  17  Altiany  Law  Journal,  407.— 

This  case  was  a  proceedmg  in  haheaa  corpus  before  Judge  Nixon, 
of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
New  Jersey.  Noyes  had,  on  the  demand  of  Governor  McClellan, 
of  New  Jersey,  been  delivered  up,  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  by 
Chief  Justice  Carter  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  in  the  exercise  of  authority  given  by  Congress.  He 
was  charged  with  the  crime  of  perjury  committed  in  the  county 
of  Essex  in  New  Jersey ;  and  it  was  alleged  that  he  had  fied  from 
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the  jufitice  of  that  State  and  taken  refuge  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

The  return  to  the  writ  of  Jiobeca  corpus  showed  that  Noyes 
was  in  custody,  not  only  upon  the  indictment  for  perjury  as  set 
forth  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  but  also  upon  an  indictment 
for  conspiracy,  which  was  no  part  of  the  charge  on  which  he  was 
demanded  and  delivered  up  to  the  authorities  of  Kew  Jersey. 
Judge  Kixon,  after  stating  the  facts  as  appearing  in  the  return, 
and  substantially  admitted  in  the  traverse  to  the  return,  remained : 

"  We  are  thus  brought  to  the  considei^tion  of  the  naked  qnes- 
tiona :  1.  Whether  a  iugitive  from  justice,  extradited  from  one 
State  of  the  Union  to  another  on  the  charge  of  the  commisBion 
of  a  specific  crime,  can  be  held  by  the  courts  of  the  State  to 
which  he  is  sent  for  trial,  for  another  and  different  crime  ?  2.  And 
whether  such  persons  may  be  detained  by  the  authorities  of  the 
State  for  prosecution,  notwithstanding  it  may  appear  that  their 
arrest  unaer  the  rendition  proceedings  was  witnout  legal  au- 
thority?^^ 

Both  of  these  questions  were  answered  in  the  affirmative  and 
hence  became  affirmative  propositions.  The  general  ground  of 
the  answer,  as  shown  by  the  authorities  cited,  was  that  when  a 
party  is  actually  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  and  there 
properly  charged  with  crime,  the  manner  in  which  he  eame  to  be 
there  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  power  of  the  court  to  detain  and 
try  him  is  concerned.  It  is  enough  that  he  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  and  there  criminally  chai^ged.  If  he  lus 
been  unlawfully  dealt  with  in  being  brought  there,  this  will  be  no 
reason  for  not  detaining  him  and  trying  him  for  any  crime  legallj 
charged  against  him. 

The  first  of  the  propositions  adopted  by  Judge  Nixon  declares 
that  a  fugitive  from  justice  extradited,  under  the  Constitution 
and  the  act  of  Congress,  from  one  State  to  another,  on  the  diai]ge 
of  the  commission  of  a  specific  crime,  can  be  held  by  the  courts 
of  the  State  to  which  he  was  surrendered,  for  trial  for  another 
and  different  crime.  This  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  the  extra- 
dition of  the  party,  as  provided  for  by  the  Constitution  and  the 
law,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  offense  for  which,  being  extra- 
dited, he  may  be  tried  and  punished  in  the  demanding  State,  fie 
may  be  there  dealt  with  for  the  offense  charged  in  the  process  of 
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the  extradition,  or  for  any  other  offense,  jnst  as  if  he  had  not 
been  extradited  at  ail,  or  had  volnntarily  come  within  the  juris- 
diction, or  had  never  escaped  therefrom. 

This  is  the  direct  opposite  of  the  view  stated  by  JndgeOooley, 
as  previously  quoted ;  and  whether  it  accords  with  the  letter  and 
intent  of  the  Constitution  is  a  question  that  will  be  considered  in 
the  sequel  of  this  chapter. 

The  second  proposition  is  that  ^^  such  persons  "  —  namely,  fugi- 
tives from  justice  who  have  been  extradited  from  one  State  of  the 
Uuion  to  another,  on  the  charge  of  the  commission  of  specific 
crimes,  but  in  respect  to  whom  it  appears  that  their  arrest  under 
the  rendition  proceedings  was  without  legal  authority  —  can  be 
detained  for  prosecution  by  the  authorities  of  the  demanding 
State.  Let  it  be  observed  that  the  persons  here  described  were 
arrested  and  delivered  up  under  '^  rendition  proceedings."  They 
were  not  kidnapped  by  private  parties ;  they  were  not  decoyed 
into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State ;  but  they  were  formally  de- 
manded by  the  executive  authority  of  one  State  and  as  formally 
arrested  and  delivered  up  by  the  executive  authority  of  another 
State. 

The  peculiarity  about  these  cases,  as  stated  by  Judge  Nixon,  con- 
sists in  the  fact  that  the  ^^  arrest  under  the  rendition  proceedings  " 
by  which  the  result  was  attained,  was  "  without  legal  authority." 
These  "proceedings,"  including  the  arrest,  were  either  wholly 
or  in  some  respects  unlawful.  They  were  not  in  conformity  with 
the  Constitution  and  the  law.  This  fact,  however,  according  to 
Judge  Nixon,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  right  of  the  demanding 
State  to  detain  the  parties,  thus  unlawfully  arrested  and  delivered 
up  for  prosecution.  The  State  having  got  possession  of  them, 
the  question  whether  the  "  rendition  proceedings  "  by  which  the 
possession  was  secured,  were  lawful  or  not,  is  a  matter  of  no  con- 
sequence, so  far  as  the  use  of  that  possession  is  concerned.  The 
possession  is  just  as  good  for  all  legal  puiposes  if  unlawfully 
gained,  as  it  would  be  if  lawfully  gained. 

Let  us  then  suppose  that  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  being 
arrested  in  one  State  and  delivered  to  the  agent  of  another  State 
under  "  rendition  proceedings  "  that  in  fact  were  "  without  legal 
authority,"  should,  before  Iris  actual  removal  from  the  former 
State,  sue  out  a  writ  of  habeae  corpics  to  test  the  lawfulness  of 
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the  arrest  and  delivery,  as  he  would  have  an  unquestionable  right 
to  do.  Let  us  further  suppose  that  the  court  issuing  the  writ 
should,  upon  hearing  the  ease,  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  ^^  ren- 
dition proceedings "  were  "  without  legal  authority,"  and  hence 
that  the  custody  of  the  prisoner  was  without  such  "  authority." 
The  plain  duty  of  the  court  in  such  a  case  would  be  to  dischai^ 
the  prisoner.  This  has  been  repeatedly  done  by  courts  when,  in 
their  judgment,  the  custody  was  "  without  legal  authority." 

It  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  same  rule  should  not  be  adopted 
in  a  habeas  corpus  instituted  in  the  State  that  has,  by  unlawful 
'^  rendition  proceedings,"  obtained  the  custody  of  an  alleged'  fu- 
gitive from  justice.  It  has  a  custody  to  which,  by  the  very  terms 
of  the  case,  it  has  no  legal  right,  to  which  it  had  no  such  right 
when  the  party  was  in  the  hands  of  the  agent  in  another  State, 
and  to  which  it  cannot  acquire  a  right  by  the  mere  fact  that  an 
unlawful  arrest  and  delivery  have  actually  brought  the  party 
within  its  jurisdiction.  If  the  party  would,  in  the  case  supposed, 
be  entitled  to  a  discbarge  on  habeas  corpus  in  the  State  from 
which  it  was  sought  to  remove  him,  he  certainly  does  not  lose 
that  right  by  being  illegally  removed  to  the  State  demanding 
him.  He  is  entitled  to  the  protection  as  well  as  subject  to  the 
restraint  of  extradition  law. 

The  question  then  is  whether  a  State,  having  by  unlawful  "  ren- 
dition proceedings  "  obtained  the  custody  of  a  party,  shall  detain 
him  in  virtual  violation  of  the  law  that  provides  for  giving  the 
custody,  especially  when  but  for  this  violation  it  would  not  have 
had  the  custody  at  all.  If  the  States  depend  on  extradition  law 
to  get  possession  of  fugitive  criminals,  as  they  do  and  must,  then 
it  is  but  reasonable  and  just  to  each  other  that  they  should  confine 
themselves  to  that  possession  which  is  secured  in  conformity  with 
this  law,  and  not  take  advantage  of  a  custody  gained  by  ^^  rendi- 
tion proceedings"  that  were  in  fact  "  without  legal  authority." 
And  whether  this  is  the  fact  or  not,  in  any  given  case,  is  a  proper 
inquiry  on  habeas  corpus^  either  in  the  State  making  the  arrest 
and  delivery,  before  the  actual  removal  of  the  party  from  its  ju- 
risdiction, or  in  the  State  making  the  demand,  after  such  removal. 

The  lawfulness  of  the  custody  secured  by  extradition  proceed- 
ings does  not  cease  to  be  a  proper  question  for  consideration  on 
habeas  corpus^  by  the  mere  fact  that  the  custody  has  been  secured, 


THE  MATTSB  OF  FRANK  OANHOK.  .  541 

or  by  the  fact  that  other  legal  procesBes  have  been  broaght  into 
operation  against  the  extradited  party.  The  question  is  whether 
a  lawful  extradition  has  placed  him  within  the  reach  of  these 
other  processes.  If  extradition  be  the  method  of  obtaining  the 
custody,  and  there  has  been  no  lawful  extradition,  then  the  whole 
custody  is  "  without  legal  authority,^'  and  the  party  is  entitled  to 
be  discharged  therefrom  and  also  from  restraint  by  other  process, 
by  any  court,  whether  in  the  demanding  or  the  delivering  State, 
competent  to  inquire  by  habeof  corpus  into  the  case. 

7.  The  Matter  of  Frank  Cannon^  47  Mich.  481.  — The 
facts  of  this  case  are  as  follows : 

Cannon  was  extradited  from  Kansas  on  a  complaint  chai^ng 
him  with  seduction,  and,  on  the  12th  of  December,  1881,  brought 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  Michigan  for  examination.  The 
justice  adjourned  the  hearing  to  the  27th  of  December,  and,  on 
Cannon's  failure  to  give  bail,  committed  him  to  prison.  On  the 
15th  of  December  he  gave  the  necessary  bail  and  was  released 
from  prison.  Proceedings  in  bastardy  were,  on  the  16th  of  De- 
cember, commenced  against  him  by  the  prosecuting  attorney  for 
the  transactions  involved  in  the  complaint  of  seduction  for  which 
he  was  extradited,  and  he  was  arrested  on  a  warrant  on  the  17th 
of  December  and  bronght  before  the  justice  of  the  peace  who 
adjourned  the  proceeding  to  the  20th  of  December,  and  Cannon, 
failing  to  give  bail  for  his  appearance,  was  committed  to  prison. 

On  the  20th  of  December,  Cannon  refused  to  plead  to  the 
merits  in  respect  to  the  bastardy  proceedings,  and  asked  for  a  dis- 
charge on  the  ground  of  exemption  from  any  prosecution,  except 
for  the  crime  for  which  he  was  delivered  up  by  the  Governor  of 
Kansas.  The  justice  declined  to  discharge  him  and  ordered  him 
to  recognize  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  to  answer  the  bastaixly  charge.  Kef  using  to  do  so,  he  'was 
committed  to  prison  and  held  in  custody  until  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  was  sued  out  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan.  On 
the  27th  of  December  he  was  brought  before  the  justice  of  the 
peace  on  the  seduction  charge,  and  the  charge  was  at  once  discon- 
tinued on  the  admitted  ground  that  it  was  not  founded  on  any 
legal  reasons. 

These  facts  show  that,  while  Cannon  was  demanded  and  dcliv- 
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ered  up  as  a  fugitive  from  justioe  on  the  charge  of  sedaction,  an 
attempt  was  made  to  hold  and  prosecate  him  on  that  of  bastardy, 
which,  so  far  as  it  was  a  crime  at  all,  was  not  the  offense  set  forth 
in  the  extradition  proceedings.  Cannon  was  in  custody  npon  this 
charge,  that  of  seduction  having  been  abandoned  altogether.  He 
sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Michigan;  and  this  brought  the  question  of  the  lawfulness  of 
the  custody  directly  before  the  court. 

Judge  Cambell,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  gave  the 
opinion  of  the  court  as  follows : 

"  The  only  question  before  us  is  whether,  under  these  circoin- 
stances,  the  imprisonment  for  bastardy  was  lawful." 

^^  For  the  purposes  of  the  present  hearing  it  is  not  made  a  point 
that  the  prosecuting  attorney,  when  he  obtained  the  extradition, 
pmcured  it  with  an  actually  fraudulent  design  of  getting  the 
prisoner  within  the  jurisdiction  for  difiereut  proceedings.  It 
may  be  assumed  that  lie  supposed  the  seduction  complaint  would 
lie.  It  is  admitted,  however,  that  the  attorney  became  satisfied 
to  the  contrary  on  the  16th,  and  that  he,  without  supposing  it 
was  improper,  set  on  foot  the  bastardy  proceedingS|  and  caused 
the  arrest  with  that  knowledge." 

^^  It  was  claimed  on  the  argument  that,  when  arrested  for  hw^ 
tardy.  Cannon  was  not  under  legal  restraint,  but  at  large,  and, 
therefore,  that  he  was  no  longer  under  the  operation  of  the  ex- 
tradition proceedings.  This  position  is  not  true.  He  was  bound 
to  appear  before  the  justice  on  the  27th  of  December,  and  would 
forfeit  his  bail  if  he  did  not.  His  bail  were  in  law  entitled  to 
his  custody,  and  could  at  any  moment  have  handed  him  over  to 
the  authorities.  The  legal  duress  in  such  a  case  is  not  ended  until 
the  prisoner  is  discharged." 

^^  The  admitted  facts  show,  then,  that  the  criminal  proceedings 
were  kept  on  foot  for  more  than  ten  days  after  they  were  known 
to  be  groundless,  and  until  the  bastardy  examination  had  been 
ended  and  the  prisoner  bound  over  and  committed  on  that  And 
they  show,  also,  that  the  second  arrest  was  made  under  the  same 
control  and  management  as  the  first,  and  by  the  same  prosecuting 
attorney." 

^^  The  question  then  becomes  narrowed  to  the  inquiry  whether 
an  arrest  made  for  a  different  purpose,  on  which  no  extradition 
could  have  been  demanded,  was  lawfully  made,  when  the  prisoner 
was  brought  into  this  State  under  a  requisition,  and  no  proceedings 
had  or  attempted  for  the  crime  on  which  he  was  delivered  up  to 
the  State." 
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^' Under  the  laws  of  this  country,  and  of  most  oivilized  conn- 
tries,  no  person  can  be  lawfully  daimed,  and  here,  at  least,  no 
person  can  be  lawfully  delivered  over  to  another  jurisdiction,  ex- 
cept under  some  law  authorizing  it,  and  fixing  the  conditions  on 
which  it  may  be  done.  Under  our  Constitution,  a  treaty  is  the 
law  of  the  land,  and  there  is  no  treaty  which  does  not  define  these 
conditions  with  some  care.  Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  such  demand  can  only  be  made  between  States  where  the 
double  conditions  exist  that  the  party  demanded  has  been  legally 
charged  with  crime  and  has  fled  from  justice.  And  as  no  State 
can  enter  into  an  agreement  with  other  States  without  the  con- 
sent of  Congress,  and  States  cannot  even  with  that  consent  make 
treaties,  the  power  of  demanding  or  of  extraditing  is  confined  to 
such  criminal  cases.  Bastardy  proceedings,  although  of  a  mixed 
character,  involve  no  indictable  ofiense  on  which  a  conviction 
could  be  had  in  their  course,  and  they  are  not  criminal  proceed- 
ings in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term.  Our  own  decisions  have 
settled  the  character  of  such  proceedings  as  not  criminal.  {Cross 
y.  The  People,  8  Mich.  113;  Lemm  v.  The  PemU,  42  id. 
141 ;  Suifigi  V.  The  People,  43  id.  37 ;  Waite  v.  Waahmatan. 
44  id.  388.)" 

"  We  do  not  think  the  considerations  involved  in  this  inquiry 
have  any  special  connection  with  State  pride.  The  State  of 
Michigan  has  no  legal  power  to  demand,  and  the  State  of  Kansas 
lias  no  legal  power  to  aeliver  up,  any  persons  but  those  charged 
as  fugitive  criminals.  The  constitutional  sfifeguards  on  this  sub- 
ject concern  the  individuars  liberty,  and  no  one  holds  his  liberty 
subject  to  State  comity  or  on  any  less  tenure  than  constitutional 
right." 

^^  Can  a  person  who  has  been  demanded  for  prosecution  as  a 
criminal,  and  who  could  not  have  been  demanded  on  any  other 
ground,  be  arrested  after  arriving  here,  on  a  different  complaint, 
and  have  his  original  accusation  dropped  by  the  same  prosecuting 
attorney  I" 

^^  If  the  requisition  had  been  made  for  an  expressly  fraudulent 
purpose  and  with  no  expectation  of  prosecution  for  the  crime 
which  was  its  pretext,  we  do  not  think  any  department  of  the 
Government  could  sanction  such  a  use  without  the  plainest  per- 
version  of  justice.  No  ingenious  reasoning  could  remove  from 
such  a  transaction  the  disgrace  which  no  decent  commonwealth 
could  afford  to  incur.  It  does  not  seem  very  clear  to  us  that  it 
would  he  much  less  fraudulent  in  law,  or  wrong  in  fact,  to  take 
advantage  of  such  an  extradition  for  a  similar  purpose,  when  it  is 
discovered  that  it  never  ought  to  have  been  demanded,  and  was 
obtained  on  insufficient  grounds." 

*^  It  is  the  law  of  this  State,  whatever  doubts  may  exist  else* 
where,  that  when  the  law  compels  a  person  to  attend  at  a  place 
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away  from  that  where  he  is  abiding,  it  at  the  same  time  nsnally 
protects  him  from  having  nndiie  advantage  taken  of  his  unwilling 
and  enforced  presence.  And  this  is  no  more  than  simple  jnstice. 
Every  one  in  legal  custody  has  a  right  to  le^  protection.  Ac- 
cordingly it  was  held  in  Watson  v.  The  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  Of  Detroit^  40  Mich.  729,  that  an  arrest  in  a  State  court 
of  a  person  attending  under  process  of  a  Federal  court  was  un- 
lawful and  should  not  be  permitted,  whether  the  Federal  court 
interfered  or  not.  The  question  was  fully  discussed  on  its  gen- 
eral merits,  and  the  very  well  considered  case  of  the  Common- 
wealth  V.  Bawea^  13  Bush  (Ky.),  697,  was  referred  to  with  ap- 
proval, as  declaring  the  correct  doctrine  on  the  subject.  It  was 
claimed  on  the  argument  here  that,  while  that  case  may  have 
been  properly  decided  as  applicable  to  extradition  treaties  with 
other  nations,  it  had  no  bearing  on  extradition  between  States. 
We  do  not  perceive  any  ground  for  the  distinction.  The  duties 
of  one  State  to  another  are  measured  by  law,  and  not  by  tlieir 
mere  good  pleasure ;  and  so  are  the  rights  of  citizens.  The  dis- 
regara  of  domestic  duties  and  of  foreign  duties  should  not  be 
considered  as  different  in  quality,  and  where  both  depend  on  law, 
it  is  impossible  to  find  good  reason  for  holding  either  class  of  ob- 
ligations as  undeserving  of  obedience." 

"  There  has  been  some  disposition  to  draw  nice  distinctions  con- 
cerning the  validity  of  arrests  of  persons  who  have  been  taken 
to  the  place  of  arrest  under  different  process.  Where  both  a^ 
rests  are  under  the  process  of  the  same  commonwealth  and  purely 
domestic  throughout,  there  may  be  room  for  a  good  deal  of  dis- 
cretion in  such  matters.  And  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the 
analogies  of  these  domestic  cases  have  been  followed  in  extradi- 
tion cases  by  some  courts  of  unquestioned  eminence.  In  the  con- 
flict of  opinion  we  feel  bound  to  prefer  the  rule  that  compels  re- 
gard to  good  faith.  It  is  very  well  known  that  the  perversion  of 
extradition  proceedings  has,  on  more  than  one  occasion,  led  to 
difficulties  between  nations,  and  to  refusals  by  State  executives  to 
deliver  up  persons  charged  with  crime  whose  arrest  was  supposed 
to  be  desired  for  sinister  purposes.  It  is  not  always  possible  to 
get  at  the  facts  in  such  cases.  But  we  think  the  courts  of  iustice 
are  bound,  where  a  case  comes  before  them  which  is  entirely  free 
from  doubt,  to  refuse  to  allow  any  use  to  be  made  of  such  pro- 
ceedings which  would  be  a  manifest  violation  of  good  faith,  and 
a  perversion  of  the  measures  which  had  been  resorted  to  in  order 
to  bring  the  party  accused  within  our  jurisdiction." 

"  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  refer  at  large  to  the  decided 
cases  which  were  cited  on  the  hearing.  They  cannot  be  recon- 
ciled in  principle,  although  very  few  of  them  would  conflict  with 
our  views  on  so  plain  a  case  as  the  present." 

"  The  prisoner  made  out  a  case  in  our  opinion  rendering  his 
confinement  illegal,  and  entitling  him  to  a  dischaige." 
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The  doctrine  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Oonrt  of  Michigan  in 
this  case,  and  explained  as  to  its  reasons  in  the  deliverance  of 
Judge  Cambell,  is  the  direct  reverse  of  that  held  by  Judge  Nixon 
in  The  MaUer  of  Noyea^  aupra.  Cannon  was  extradited  on  the 
charge  of  seduction,  and,  this  being  abandoned  as  untenable,  he 
T^as  then  arrested  and  held  in  custody  on  the  charge  of  bastardy. 

The  court  held  this  custody  to  be  unlawful,  and  discharged  him 
therefrom,  on  the  ground  that  his  extradition  for  seduction  ex- 
empted him  from  arrest  and  detention  on  a  different  charge. 
This  is  what  Cannon  claimed  and  what  the  court  affirmed.  The 
court,  moreover,  referring  to  the  case  of  Hawes  decided  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  said  that  the  principle  involved 
in  such  cases  holds  good,  whether  the  extradition  be  inter-State 
or  international.  The  question  of  good  faith  is  the  same  in  both 
forms  of  extradition. 

8.  The  Construction  of  the  Constitution*  —  Having  cited 
the  above  cases  we  come  now  finally  to  an  examination  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  with  reference  to  the  question 
under  consideration.  The  extradition  provision  of  this  instru- 
ment reads  as  follows : 

"  A  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  or  other 
crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  I>e  found  in  another  State, 
shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from 
which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  crime." 

The  word  ^^  State  "  occurs  four  times  in  this  provision,  and  in 
each  instance  refers  to  one  of  the  United  States,  or  a  State  of  the 
Union.  Such  a  State  is  spoken  of  as  the  State  in  which  the 
charge  of  crime  is  made,  and  in  which,  of  course,  it  was  commit- 
ted, as  the  State  from  which  the  alleged  criminal  fled,  and  as  the 
State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime.  These  three  uses  of  the 
term  clearly  refer  to  the  same  State. 

The  criminal,  having  fled  from  this  particular  State,  is  de- 
scribed as  being  found  in  another  State  of  the  Union.  Here  the 
term  means  the  State  to  which  he  has  fled,  in  which  he  did  not 
commit  the  crime  charged,  which  has  no  jurisdiction  to  tiy  and 
punish  him  therefor,  and  from  which  he  is  to  be  removed  by  the 
process  of  extradition. 
69 
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(1.)  The  States  DutimM  and  Separate,  —  The  first  point  to  be 
considered  is,  that  although  the  people  of  the  United  States  are 
one  people  for  certain  general  and  national  purposes  defined  in 
the  Constitution,  each  State  is  a  distinct  and  toparate  political 
community,  and,  except  for  the  purposes  of  the  Union  and  the 
Government  thereof,  independent  of  and  foreign  to  every  other 
State.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  hlis  repeatedly 
affirmed  this  doctrine. 

The  court,  in  Buckner  v.  Firdey,  2  Pet.  686,  said  that  "  for 
all  National  purposes,  embraced  by  the  Federal  Constitution,  the 
States  and  the  citizens  thereof  are  one,  united  under  the  same 
sovereign  authority  and  governed  by  the  sa;me  laws,"  and  that 
'^  in  all  other  respects  the  States  are  necessarily  foreign  to  and  in- 
dependent of  each  other."  It  was  on  the  ground  of  the  political 
distinctness  of  the  several  States  of  the  Utiion  that  the  court,  in 
this  case,  held  that  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  in  one  State  npon  a 
person  in  another  State,  and  payable  in  the  latter  State,  is  to  be 
deemed  a  foreign  bill  within  the  meaning  of  the  eleventh  sectkm 
of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789.     (1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  73.) 

In  Rhode  lalamd  v.  MaeBOchueeUe^  12  Pet.  657,  720,  the  same 
court  spoke  of  the  several  States  as  '^  sovereign  within  their  re- 
spective boundaries,  save  that  portion  of  power  which  they  have 
granted  to  the  Federal  Oovemment,  and  foreign  to  each  other 
for  all  but  Federal  purposes." 

So,  also,  in  Lane  County  v.  Oregon^  7  Wall.  71,  76,  it  wis 
said  by  the  court :  '^  The  people  of  each  State  compose  a  State* 
having  its  own  government,  and  endowed  Ivith  all  the  f  onctionE 
essential  to  separate  and  independent  existence." 

The  court,  in  The  Collector  v.  Dayy  11  Wall.  113,  126,  said 
that  "  in  many  of  the  articles  of  the  Constitaticm  the  aeeessarr 
existence  of  the  States  and,  within  their  spheres,  the  independ- 
ent authority  of  the  States  are  distinctly  recognized."  It  w» 
hence  held  in  this  case,  that  Congress  has  no  power  to  impose  a 
tax  upon  the  salary  of  the  judicial  officer  of  a  State. 

The  States  of  the  Union,  though  not  known  as  nations  in  the 
great  family  of  nations,  are  not  tn^re  municipalities  created  bj 
the  General  Government,  but  distinct  political  commnnitieB,  each 
sovereign  in  its  own  sphere,  and  each  independent  in  that  sphere 
of  every  other  State.  Each  State  has  its  own  oonstitntion  and 
its  own  local  government,  enacts  and  executes  its  own  laws^  and 
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within  its  jurisdiction  no  other  State  has  any  political  or  judicial 
power  whatever.  The  States  of  the  Union  are,  in  these  respects, 
as  distinct  and  independent  of  each  other  as  they  could  be  if 
separated  by  intervening  oceans. 

(2.)  The  EoctradUion  is  Inter  State.  — The  next  point  to  be  con- 
sidered is  the  fact  that  inter-State  extradition,  as  provided  for  in 
the  Constitution,  is  a  transaction  between  these  separate,  inde<- 
pendent  and  sovereign  States,  having  no  jurisdiction,  civil  or 
criminal,  in  the  territories  of  each  other,  and  yet  by  reason  of 
their  contiguity  furnishing  an  easy  refuge  for  criminals  fleeing 
from  one  to  the  other.  The  transaction  is  conducted  by  their  re- 
spective executive  authorities;  and  these  authorities  act  in  their 
official' character  as  State  Governors,  and,  as  such,  represent  the 
sovereignty  of  the  States  for  which  they  act.  {Taylor  v.  Tain- 
tor,  16  Wall.  366,  870.) 

The  concurrent  action  of  two  sovereign  States,  each  acting 
through  its  supreme  executive  authority,  is  involved  in  every  case 
of  extradition.  One  of  these  States,  in  the  exercise  of  its  sov- 
ereignty, and  by  virtue  of  a  right  secured  to  it  by  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  demands  the  fugitive  criminal  of  the 
State  to  which  he  has  fled  and  in  which  he  is  found ;  and  the 
other  State  decides  whether  the  case  presented  in  the  demand 
comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  on 
this  subject,  and,  if  it  does,  makes  the  arrest  and  delivery.  The 
demand  does  not  complete  the  case,  and  yet  there  can  be  no  de- 
livery without  a  demand.  The  demand  and  delivery  are  distinct 
functions ;  the  one  performed  by  the  demanding  State  and  the 
other  by  the  delivering  State ;  and  when  both  are  performed  we 
have  a  case  of  extradition. 

The  State  that  makes  the  delivery  cannot  try  and  punish  the 
fugitive  since  ho  has  committed  no  offense  agaiust  its  laws ;  and 
the  State  against  whose  laws  he  has  committed  an  offense  cannot 
try  and  punish  him  until  it  gets  his  person  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  its  coui^s.  The  surrender  of  the  accused  party  by  the  State 
to  which  he  has  fled,  iTpon  the  demand  of  the  State  from  which 
he  fled,  gives  to  the  latter  State  the  necessary  eudtody  of  his  per- 
son ;  and  the  Constitution  and  law  provide  that  this  shall  be  done 
in  the  Case  specified. 
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(3.)  The  Case  Specified,  —  This  then  brings  us  to  the  important 
question:  What  is  the  case  specified?  The  Constitution  and 
the  law  are  explicit  in  setting  forth  the  following  elements  as 
constituting  this  case,  all  of  which  must  be  present  in  each  case : 

(a.)  The  person  must  be  demanded  as  a  fugitive  from  justice, 
by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  ho  fled,  and 
this  demand  must  be  addressed  to  the  executive  authority  of  the 
State  to  which  he  has  fled  and  in  which  he  is  found. 

(&.)  This  person  must  be  charged,  in  the  State  making  the  de- 
mand, with  some  particular  crime  as  having  been  by  him  com- 
mitted against  its  laws. 

(c.)  The  form  of  the  charge  made  must  be  that  of  an  indict- 
ment found  or  an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate,  alleging  the 
crime  and  stating  the  material  facts  which  constitute  that  crime. 

(d.)  The  evidence  of  such  a  charge  must  be  a  copy  of  the  in- 
dictment or  affidavit,  certified  as  authentic  by  the  executive  ao- 
thority  of  the  State  making  the  demand. 

{e.)  The  fact  that  the  person  thus  demanded  and  charged  h&s 
fled  from  the  demanding  State  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  is 
found  in  the  State  to  which  the  demand  is  addressed,  must  be 
shown  by  legal  evidence. 

This  is  the  exact  case,  as  specified  in  the  Cionstitution  and  the 
law ;  and  when  all  these  elements  appear  then  the  obligation  of 
delivery  exists.  The  demanding  State  in  exercising  the  con^- 
tutional  right  of  demand,  must  do  so  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  law ;  and  this  requires  it  to  declare  beforehand  the  specific  pni- 
pose  for  which  it  demands  the  surrender  of  the  alleged  fugitive. 
This  declaration  it  makes  in  charging  the  crime ;  and  it,  more^ 
over,  makes  the  declaration  to  the  executive  authority  of  another 
State,  as  the  constitutional  condition  of  its  right  to  demand  the 
arrest  and  surrender  of  a  person  in  that  State,  otherwise  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  its  laws,  in  order  that  he  may  be  removed 
therefrom,  and  may,  in  the  demanding  State,  be  tried  for  the 
crime  legally  charged  against  him. 

Now,  to  use  the  Constitution  and  the  law  for  the  porpoae  of 
forcibly  removing  a  person,  on  the  charge  of  a  specific  crime,  from 
one  State  to  another  in  order  that  he  may  in  the  latter  State  be 
tried  for  that  crime,  and  then  to  use  the  custody  thns  secuPBd  for 
a  di£Eerent  purpose,  is  to  make  a  case  different  from  the  one  cod- 
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tained  in  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  different  from  the  one 
that  appeared  in  the  extradition  proceedings,  different  from  the 
avowed  purpose  of  the  demanding  State  at  the  time  of  making 
the  demand,  and  different  from  the  case  that  was  before  the  de- 
livering State  and  on  which  it  passed  judgment  as  to  the  obliga- 
tion of  delivery.  The  State  that  takes  this  course  after  obtaining 
possession  of  the  fugitive,  gives  the  lie  to  its  own  official  declara- 
tion; and,  if  at  the  time  of  seeking  the  possession  it  meant  to  do 
so,  then  it  meant  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  the  surrendering 
State. 

Such  a  course  would  plainly  carry  the  jurisdiction  exercised 
over  the  surrendered  party  beyond  the  point  and  beyond  the 
purpose  contemplated  in  the  Constitution  and  the  law.  That  pur- 
pose, as  expressly  stated,  is  that  the  party  demanded  and  charged 
with  a  specific  crime  by  one  State  and  arrested  and  delivered  up 
by  another  State,  may  "  be  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  crime  "  charged,  and  that  he  may  there  be  put  on  trial 
for  that  crime.  It  is  no  part  of  this  purpose  that  the  party  being 
delivered  up  in  the  manner  specified,  should,  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  State  receiving  him,  be  held  and  tried  for  other  crimes,  or  that 
he  should  be  arrested  and  held  to  bail  in  civil  actions  by  creditors, 
whether  these  creditors  procured  his  extradition  or  not.  Either 
proceeding  would  be  foreign  to  and  in  excess  of  the  one  purpose 
for  which,  under  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  the  demand  was 
made  by  one  State,  and  the  arrest  and  delivery  were  ordered  by 
the  executive  authority  of  another  State. 

The  Constitution  furnishes  the  extradition  remedy  for  the  case 
^hich  it  describes,  and  for  no  other  case ;  and  the  arrest  of  the 
extradited  party  in  a  civil  action,  or  his  trial  for  an  offense  differ- 
ent from  the  one  specified  in  the  proceedings,  is  a  use  of  the  cus- 
tody thus  secured  that  is  not  in  that  case.  It  must  be  put  there, 
if  at  all,  by  judicial  construction  ;  and  such  construction  we  are 
compelled  to  regard  as  an  abuse  of  the  remedy. 

It  is  due  to  good  faith  between  the  States,  to  the  sovereignty 
of  the  States  as  distinct  political  communities,  to  the  terms  of 
their  intercourse  with  each  other  in  demanding  and  surrendering 
fugitives  from  justice,  and  to  the  plain  intent  of  the  Constitution 
in  providing  the  extradition  remedy,  that  when  one  State  in  this 
way  obtains  the  custody  of  a  person  it  should  limit  the  use  of 
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that  cuBtOjdj  tp  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  obtained,  and  which 
was  distinctly  avowed  by  it  when  obtaining  the  same ;  and  hence, 
when  this  purpose  has  been  gained,  the  State  demanding  and  re- 
ceiving the  fugitive  should  interpose  no  legal  hindrance  to  his 
freedom  of  departure  and  return  to  the  State  from  which  he  was 
thus  removed.  The  matter  for  which  he  waa  bronght  into  the 
State  having  been  legally  disposed  of,  then,  in  the  language  of 
Judge  Cooley,  he  has  a  right  "  to  depart  in  peace."  Any  other 
course,  if  or%inal1y  intended,  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
demanding  State,  and,  if  not  so  intended,  would  be  an  act  of  bad 
faith. 

Extradition  is  not  a  transaction  between  the  extradited  party 
and  the  person  or  persons  who  may  have  procured  thQ  extradition, 
but  between  two  sovereign  States  for  the  purpose  of  public  jus- 
tice in  the  case  specified.  These  States  are  bound  to  act  in  good 
faith  toward  each  other,  no  matter  what  may  have  been  the  mo- 
tives of  private  parties  in  seeking  the  extradition*  One  of  these 
States  sets  forth  its  case,  and  if  the  other  responds  affirmatiydy 
by  compliance  with  its  demands,  as  it  will  be  bound  to  do  if  the 
case  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law, 
then  the  former  State  will  be  eqiuaUy  bound  in  honor  to  confine 
the  exercise  of  its  jarisdiction  to  the  caae  presented. 

(4.)  Analoffous  to  International  ExtradiMon.: — Sssentiallj  the 
same  reasons  for  pursuing  this  course  apply  that  operate  when 
the  extradition  is  international.  The  transaction,  in  international 
extradition,  is  between  distinct,  independent,  and  sovereign  na- 
tions ;  and,  in  inter-State  extradition,  it  is  between  distinct,  inde- 
pendent and  sovereign  States.  In  the  one  case  the  law  of  the 
extradition  is  a  treaty  with  its  conditions ;  and,  in  the  other,  the 
law  is  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Coo* 
gross  enacted  in  pursuance  thereof.  In  both  there  mu3t  be  & 
formal  demand,  and  also  a  legal  and  specific  aUegation  of  the  p&r> 
ticular  crime  for  which  the  extradition  is  asked.  In  both  there 
is  a  compulsory  removal  of  the  person  accused  from  one  jurisdic- 
tion to  another,  that  he  may  be  brought  to  trial  by  the  authority 
"  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime "  in  respect  to  which  the  ex- 
tradition was  granted  by  the  delivering  State  or  nation.  The  par- 
pose  of  the  extradition,  in  respect  to  the  crime,  is,  in  both  casee, 
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explicitly  stated  beforehand.  The  State  or  nation  asked  to  make 
the  deliveiy,  ia  told,  in  definite  terms,  for  what  the  request  is 
made,  and,  before  complying  therewith,  it  determines  whether 
the  request  oomeQ  within  the  provision  of  the  law  or  the  treaty, 
as  the  case  may  be. 

There  is,  in  fact,  no  distinction  between  these  two  forms  of 
extradition  that  implies  a  difference  ia  the  rule  relating  to  the 
uses  to  which  the  custody,  thus  gained,  may  be  legitimately  ap- 
plied, or  that  affects  the  obligation  of  good  faith  in  either  case. 
A  State,  whether  in  demanding  or  snrrendering  a  fugitive  crimi* 
nal,  acts  as  if  it  were  a  sovereign  nation,  and  for  this  purpose  it 
exercises  the  prerogatives  of  a  nation.  Other  States,  not  involved 
in  the  matter,  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  pending  be- 
tween the  two  States  directly  concerned  in  a  particular  case ;  and 
the  General  Government  has  nothing  to  do  with  it.  The  ques- 
tion belongs  exclusively  to  these  two  States,  and  their  intercourse 
with  each  other  is  that  of  separate  and  independent  States,  as 
much  so  as  if  they  were  separate  and  independent  nations. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan,  in  The  Matter  of  Frank 
Cannon^  47  Mich.  481,  referred  approvingly  to  the  doctrine 
adopted  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  in  The  Comnion- 
Vfealth  V.  Hawesy  13  Bush,  697,  and  then  proceeded  to  say : 

'^  It  was  claimed  on  the  argument  here  that,  while  that  case  may 
have  been  properly  decided  as  applicable  to  extradition  treaties 
with  other  nations,  it  had  no  oearing  on  extradition  between 
States.  We  do  not  perceive  any  ground  for  the  distinction.  The 
duties  of  one  State  to  another  are  measured  by  law,  and  not  by 
their  mere  good  pleasure ;  and  so  are  the  rights  of  citizens.  The 
disre^rd  of  domestic  duties  and  of  foreign  duties  should  not  be 
considered  as  different  in  quality,  and  where  both  depend  on  law, 
it  is  impossible  to  find  good  reason  for  holding  either  class  of  ob- 
ligations as  undeserving  of  obedience." 

If  it  be  true  that  a  fugitive  who  flees  to  a  foreign  countiy  ac- 
quires the  right  of  asylum  to  the  extent  afforded  by  its  laws,  and 
that  he  can  be  removed  therefrom  to  another  jurisdiction  only 
by  its  consent  and  action,  then  it  is  just  as  true  that  the  fugitive 
who  flees  from  one  State  to  another  and  takes  up  his  domicile  in 
the  latter  State  becomes  an  inhabitant  of  that  State,  and,  like 
any  other  inhabitant,  is,  for  the  time  being,  subject  to  and  pro- 
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tected  bj  its  laws,  and  that  he  cannot  be  arrested  therein  and  re- 
moved therefrom,  under  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tation  and  the  law  of  Congress,  without  thQ  consent  and  action 
of  that  State.  He  is,  in  the  absence  of  such  consent  and  action, 
secure  against  any  arrest  for  a  crime  committed  against  the  laws 
of  another  State.  The  criminal  processes  of  no  other  State  can 
act  upon  him  while  he  is  there.  He  may  be  kidnapped  and  thus 
taken  out  of  the  State ;  but  this  is  not  extradition  according  to 
law. 

The  Constitution  and  the  law  make  it  the  duty  of  the  asylum 
State  to  give  the  necessary  consent  and  put  forth  the  necessary 
action  when,  and  only  when,  the  pi^escribed  conditions  are  pres> 
ent ;  and  one  of  these  conditions  is  a  specific  and  definite  charge 
of  a  particular  crime,  as  the  ground  of  the  removal,  and  also  a 
declaration  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  removal  is  sought. 

The  obvious  implication,  arising  from  this  condition,  is  that 
the  State  receiving  the  fugitive  under  the  Constitution  and  the 
law,  like  a  nation  receiving  a  fugitive  under  a  treaty,  should  use 
the  custody  only  for  the  purpose  professed  when  acquiring  it,  and 
which  was  had  in  view  by  the  delivering  authority  when  making 
the  arrest  and  surrender.  This  implication  naturally  arises  from 
the  Constitution  and  the  law ;  and,  if  so,  then  it  is  as  binding  on 
State  courts  as  it  would  be  if  it  had  been  stated  in  express  words. 
"What  the  Constitution  or  the  law,  by  a  just  and  f air  constmctioa 
implies,  is  a  part  of  that  Constitution  or  that  law. 

(5.)  Facility  for  Alvse  of  the  Remedy.  —  Moreover,  if  the 
State  that  makes  a  specific  charge  of  crime  against  one  who  is 
the  inhabitant  of  another  State,  and  hence  under  the  protection 
of  its  laws,  as  the  basis  on  which  it  demands  his  surrender,  and 
then  on  this  basis  receives  the  alleged  fugitive  by  the  arrest  and 
delivery  of  the  latter  State,  may,  having  thus  obtained  the  cus- 
tody, proceed  to  deal  with  that  fugitive  in  respect  to  a  wholly  dif- 
ferent matter,  of  which  not  the  remotest  hint  was  given  to 
the  delivering  State  in  the  proceedings,  then  the  extradition  rem- 
edy furnished  by  the  Constitution  may  easily  be  used  for  pur- 
poses  not  at  all  intended  or  contemplated  by  it.  This  theoiy 
supplies  facilities  for  bringing  a  criminal  chai^  against  an  inhab- 
itant of  another  State,  not  for  the  purpose  of  public  justice  in 
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his  trial  and  pimifihment,  but  to  obtain  possession  of  his  person 
as  preliminary  to  other  proceedings  against  him. 

The  criminal  cha];ge,  for  example,  may  be  that  of  false  pro- 
tenses  or  embezzlement ;  and  the  real  object  of  the  party  seeking 
the  extradition  and  making  the  charge,  may  be  to  compel  the  per- 
son to  restore  property  or  pay  debts,  as  the  condition  of  not  being 
prosecuted  on  this  charge.  This  has  often  been  attempted  and 
sometimes  accomplished.  Extradition  may  thus  be  made  a  shorter 
and  easier  route  to  the  result  than  a  civil  suit  against  the  fugitive 
in  the  State  to  which  he  has  fled.  The  creditor  appears  in  the 
character  of  a  complainant  charging  a  crime,  and  invokes  the 
machinery  of  extradition  law,  not  to  punish  a  crime,  but  to  aid 
him  in  the  collection  of  a  debt. 

The  Constitution  furnishes  both  the  facility  and  the  temptation  to 
fraud  against  its  own  intention,  if  we  assume  that  a  State  having  ob- 
tamed  the  extradition  of  a  person  on  a  specific  charge  of  crime,  may 
then,  in  its  discretion,  prosecute  him  for  that  crime,  or  for  some 
other  crime,  or  may  use  the  custody  thus  acquired  for  other  purposes 
than  the  one  purpose  that  appeared  in  the  proceedings.  Much  more 
consistent  with  the  letter  and  the  design  of  the  constitutional  provis- 
ion,andmuch  less  likely  to  involve  an  abuse  of  the  extradition  autho- 
rized by  it,  IS  the  theory  that  the  State  receiving  the  fugitive  must 
limit  its  judicial  action  to  the  case  which  it  presented  when  asking 
for  the  delivery.  This  is  the  case,  and  the  only  case,  known  to  and 
considered  by  the  delivering  State  at  the  time  of  the  surrender. 
It  is  the  case  for  which  the  remedy  was  provided,  and  hence  the 
only  one  in  respect  to  which  the  custody  should  be  used. 

The  Constitution  certainly  does  not  mean  one  thing  when  the 
Governor  of  a  State  is  asked  to  make  a  delivery  under  it,  and  an- 
other and  a  different  thing  when  the  judicial  authority  of  another 
State  proceeds  to  take  charge  of  the  surrendered  fugitive.  The 
meaning  is  the  same  in  both  cases,  so  far  as  the  principle  involved 
is  concerned ;  and  in  the  one  case  the  meaning  is  that  the  alleged 
fugitive  shall  be  delivered  up  for  the  specific  crime  properly 
charged  against  him ;  and,  in  the  other,  it  is  that  the  receiving 
State  may  have  the  opportunity  of  dealing  with  the  offender  for 
that  crime,  and  that  only. 

The  delivery  is  a  special  one,  made  under  a  special  provision, 

and  for  a  special  pui'pose,  and  hence  the  custodyi  thus  granted  on 
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the  one  hand,  and  acquired  on  the  other,  should  be  eqiiallj  special 
and  definite  in  the  uses  to  which  it  is  applied.  Any  departure 
from  this  rule  on  the  part  of  courts  goes  beyond,  the  end  intended 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  Constitution,  and  in  this  sense  violates 
the  provision  itself.  Judge  Cooley,  in  the  language  already 
quoted,  characterizes  it  as  '^  a  gross  violation  of'  the  constitutional 
cpmpact." 

(6.)  A  Question  Ans2oered.  —  What  then,  it  may  be  inquired, 
shall  be  done  with  that  general  principle  of  law  laid  down  by  the 
English  and  adopted  by  the  American  courts,  that  when  one  ib 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  and  there  properly  charged 
with  crime,  the  court  may  hold  him  and  proceed  to  his  trial  with- 
out any  reference  to  the  circumstances  under  which  he  was  broaght 
within  such  jurisdiction  ?  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  existence  of 
such  a  principle,  or  that  courts  have  been  in  the  habit  of  acting 
upon  it.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  in  The  State  v.  Brews- 
ter ^  7  Yt.  118,  held  that  the  fact  that  Brewster  had  been  kid- 
napped in  Canada  and  had  been  forcibly  brought  into  the  State 
of  Vermont,  without  the  assent  and  action  of  the  Canadian  au- 
thorities, was  not  a  matter  of  any  legal  consequence,  ccmaidered 
with  reference  to  his  liability  to  be  tried  on  the  indictm^it  found 
against  him  in  that  State. 

This  case  followed  the  general  rule  whi^h  has  been  freqnenthr 
affirmed  and  applied  by  courts.  {Rex  v.  Marhs^  3  East,  175 ;  JEk 
parte  Kraue^  1  Bam.  &  Cress.  288 ;  The  Caeeof  SueayMMth  Soott^ 
9  id.  446  ;  The  State  v.  Smithy  1  Bailey,  283.) 

This  rule,  however,  is  less  authoritative  in  this  country  than  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  less  authoritative  than 
treaties  with  foreign  nations  made  in  pursuance  thereof.  If,  there- 
fore, we  have  given  the  proper  construction  of  the  extradition 
provision  of  this  Constitution,  the  rule  or  principle  in  question 
is  not  applicable  to  cases  of  inter-State  extradition.  It  is,  in  theee 
cases,  overruled  and  set  aside  by  the  ^^  supreme  law  of  the  land." 

The  design  of  the  preceding  argument  upon  the  construction 
of  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution  has  been  to  show 
that  the  process  of  getting  the  accused  party  from  one  State  to 
another,  as  provided  for  in  the  Constitution,  implies  a  limitation 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter  State  to  t)ie  legal  purpose  for 
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which  he  was  brought  there,  and  that,  when  this  purpose  is  ac- 
complished, the  part  J  has  the  right  of  unmolested  departure  from 
the  State,  without  interference  by  other  legal  processes.  If  this 
be  80,  then  the  limitation  thus  arising  is,  in  this  country  at  least, 
a  conclusive  reason  why  the  principle  of  law,  above  referred  to, 
should  be  so  quidiSed  in  its  application  as  to  make  it  consistent 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The  latter,  being 
the  ^^  higher  law,"  should  govern  in  an  extradIti<A  case,  rather 
than  any  merely  judge-made  law. 

Judge  Nixon,  in  disposing  of  the  case  of  Noyes^  previously 
considered,  contented  himself  with  referring  to  this  general  prin- 
ciple of  judge-made  law,  and  to  the  authorities  setting  it  forth, 
without  inquiring  whether  the  extradition  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution does  or  does  not  qualify  the  application  of  that  principle 
so  far  as  cases  of  inter-State  extradition  are  concerned.  If  it 
does,  as  for  the  reasons  above  stated  we  think  to  be  the  fact,  then 
that  qualification  is  to  be  accepted  as  the  law  for  courts,  no  matter 
what  principles  of  law  they  are  accustomed  to  apply  in  other 
cases.  The  extradited  party  is,  in  the  State  to  which  he  is  extra- 
dited, entitled  to  whatever  immunity,  exemption,  or  protection  is 
afforded  to  him  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  whether 
given  in  express  words,  or  by  obvious  and  natural  implication. 

NoTB. — ^The  recent  case  of  Ths  State  r.  Stetoart,  80  Albimy  Zaw  Jaufnal, 
316.  or  19  N.  W.  Rep.  429,  having  been  reported  too  late  for  insertion  in  the 
body  of  the  above  chapter,  is  here  added  as  a  supplementaiy  note.  The  case 
was.  on  a  writ  of  certiorari,  considered  and  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Wisconsin,  May  15, 1884.  The  facts,  as  stated  bj  the  court,  are  as  fol- 
lows : 

"  The  relator  was  arrested  in  Indiana  upon  a  requisition  issued  bj  the  Gov- 
ernor of  Wisconsin,  upon  a  complaint  in  Justice  Court,  Columbia  county,  Wis- 
consin, charging  him  with  embezzlement  of  property  belonging  to  James 
Gowan,  in  tlutt  county,  and  brought  into  that  county,  where  he  was  tried  for 
that  oftense  upon  an  information  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  that  county,  and 
acquitted  upon  the  trial,  and  thereupon  discharged  by  the  court ;  that  inune- 
diiUely  thereafter  and  l>efore  he  had  time  to  leave  the  court-room,  he  was  ar- 
rested upon  a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  that  county,  upon  a 
complaint  for  obtaining  property,  to- wit,  a  horse  from  ESdward  Lee,  by  false 
pretenses,  in  that  county,  and  was  taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  therein 
for  examination,  December  29.  1888.  and  thereupon  the  justice  adjourned  the 
hearing,  and  entered  such  adjournment  in  his  docket  as  follows  :  '  December 
29,  18^,  nine  A.  M.  The  witnesses  for  the  State  not  all  being  present,  the  court 
took  a  recess  until  one  o'clock,  P.  M.'  At  one  o'clock,  P.  M.,  the  parties  all 
being  present,  the  justice  proceeded  with  the  examination,  and  afterward  com- 
mitted the  defendant  to  the  county  jail  of  aaXd  county  to  await  his  trial.  That 
whatever  representations  were  made  by  the  relator,  constituting  the  false  pre- 
tenses alleged,  were  made  at  Portage,  in  that  county,  and  that  Uiereafter  the 
relator  went  to  the  county  of  Sauk,  but  within  twenty  rods  of  the  boundary 
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line  between  tliat  county  and  Colambia  oountj,  and  obtained  the  .horse.  While 
the  relator  was  being  so  held  hy  the  sheriff  on  the  last-mentioned  charge,  lie 
was  brought  before  Hon.  Alva  Stewart,  judgre  of  the  Cirouit  Court  for  that 
county,  on  habeat  corpus,  and  after  hearing  thereon  he  was  ordered  by  that 
judge  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Columbia  county.  To  review  that 
order  this  certiorari  is  brought." 

The  relator,  having  been  extradited  from  Indiana  to  Wisconsin,  on  the  charge 
of  embezzlement,  and  having  in  the  latter  State  been  tried  for  the  same  and 
acquitted,  vraa,  inmiediately  after  his  acquittal,  arrested  for  another  and  differ- 
ent offense,  and  committed  to  prison  to  await  his  trial  therefor.  He  sued  oat 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  claiming  that  the  arrest  for  the  last  offense  was  iUe- 
gal,  because  it  was  made  so  soon  after  his  acquittal  on  the  charge  for  which  he 
had  been  extradited,  that  it  precluded  the  exercise  of  his  right  to  return  to 
the  State  from  which  he  had  been  thus  removed.  Judge  Stewart,  who  issaed 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  held  that  this  claim,  on  the  ground  set  up,  was  not 
valid,  and  remanded  tne  relator  to  custody.  This  ruling,  in  effect,  decides  that 
an  extradited  party,  having  been  tried,  acquitted  and  discharged  in  respect  to 
the  offense  for  which  he  was  extradited,  is  not  entitled  to  the  right  or  privUego 
claimed  by  the  relator  in  this  case,  but  may  be  immediately  arrested  on  the 
charge  of  another  and  different  offense  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  him 
withm  the  same  jurisdiction  prior  to  his  extradition. 

The  main  question  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin,  in  zeviewinr 
the  case,  was  whether  this  ruling  is  correct ;  and  this  question  was  answerea 
in  the  affirmative.  Judge  Cassoday,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooort, 
referred  to  the  Case  of  Cannon,  47  Mich.  481,  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Michigan,  and  then  proceeded  to  say : 

"  It  has  frequently  been  held  in  effect,  however,  by  courts  of  equal  ability, 
that  a  fugitive  from  justice  extradited  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  on  the  charge  of  the  commission  of  a  specific  crime,  and  dis- 
charged therefrom,  can  be  iield  by  the  courts  of  the  State  to  which  he  is  sur- 
rendered for  another  and  entirely  different  crime.  (In  re  Noyes,  17  Alb.  L.  J. 
407;  In  re  Miles,  62  Vt.  609;  Mam  v.  StaU,  4  Tex.  App.  645;  WUliams  v. 
Bacon,  10  Wend.  686;  Brotoningy,  Ahrams,  61  How.  Pr.  172;  Dew's  Case, 
18  Penn.  St.  87.") 

In  concluding  thd  opinion  upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  the  judge  further 
said: 

'*  It  follows  that  the  relator  might  have  been  again  extradited  had  he  been 
allowed  to  go  to  Indiana  after  being  discharged  on  the  first  offense.  This  be- 
ing so,  there  seems  to  be  no  practical  reason  for  holding  the  relator  could  not 
be  legally  arrested  immediately  upon  the  discharge  from  the  first  offense,  in- 
stead of  being  allowed  to  escape  the  State  and  then  brought  back  on  requisi- 
tion. Such  an  arrest  in  such  a  case  was  certainly  not  in  violation  of  any  law 
of  the  United  States.  It  was  not  in  conflict  with  any  agreement  between  the 
States.  It  was  no  breach  of  any  executive  pledge.  It  was  no  interruption  of 
any  comity  between  the  States.  We  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the  arrest  was 
not  illegal  by  reason  of  any  of  the  objections  mentioned." 

This  ruling,  though  perhaps  sustained  by  a  preponderance  of  judicial  aa- 
thority,  is  in  conflict  with  the  view  of  Judge  Coolev,  and  with  that  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Michigan,  as  quoted  in  the  above  chapter.  Nor  does  it  accord 
with  the  opinion  of  Judge  Daniels  in  La^ra'ce*s  Case,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  8$), 
who  in  this  case  said  :  *'  In  principle,  there  can  be  no  practical  difference  be- 
tween the  case  of  a  fugitive  brought  from  a  neighboring  State  under  the  Coo- 
stitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  one  brought  from  a  foreign  coon- 
try  under  the  provisions  of  treaties.  In  each  the  ri^t  of  freedom  to  retain 
is  precisely  the  same." 

The  question  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  has  not  often 
arisen  in  the  courts  of  this  country  ;  and  when  it  has  arisen  the  decisions  liave 
by  no  means  been  uniform.  It  has  never  been  before  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  and  it  must  hence,  by  reason  of  the  conflicting  oplnicns  of 
lower  courts,  be  regarded  as  an  unsettled  question. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  ;  and 
whatever  it  implies  is  as  much  a  part  of  this  law  as  if  it  were  stated  in  express 
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tenns.  The  aathor  of  this  treatise  has  expressed  the  opinion,  with  the  reasons 
therefor,  that  the  provision  of  this  Constitution  in  relation  to  inter  State  extra- 
dition does  fairly  unply  that  the  party  extradited  nnder  it  is  to  be  tried  only 
for  the  crime  cliarffed  against  him  in  the  proceedings,  and  for  which  he  was 
delivered  up,  and  mat  when  the  claims  of  justice  in  respect  to  this  accusation 
have  been  legallv  disposed  of,  then,  if  committing  no  offense  subsequently  to 
his  extradition,  he  has  a  constitutionid  right,  in  the  language  of  Judge  Cooley, 
**  to  depart  in  peace,"  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  to  secure  to  him,  as 
against  all  attempts  at  legal  interference  therewith,  a  reasonable  opportunity 
to  exercise  this  riffht. 

This  doctrine,  though  not  in  accordance  with  all  the  judicial  opinions  on  the 
subject,  perhaps  not  with  a  majority  of  these  opinions,  the  author  believes  to 
be  correct.  Tne  preponderance  of  authority  sustains  it  when  the  extradition 
is  international ;  and  there  is  no  such  difference  between  this  form  of  extradi- 
tion and  that  which  is  inter-State,  as  to  confine  the  doctrine  to  the  former  and 
exclude  it  from  the  latter.  It  is  true  that,  as  to  the  latter,  the  Constitution 
does  not,  in  express  words,  establish  the  doctrine ;  yet  if  its  provision  on  the 
subject  naturally  and  properly  implies  it,  as  we  think  it  to  be  the  fact  and 
have  attempted  to  show,  tnen  this  \a  sufficient.  The  implication,  if  real,  has 
all  the  force  of  express  language. 
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CHAPTEE  XIII. 

BXTRADITTON  TO   A  THIRD   STATE. 

1.  Statement  of  the  Qnestion.  —  There  remains  one  other 
question  to  be  considered  in  respect  to  inter-State  extradition,  and 
that  question  is  whether  a  person  who,  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Congress,  has,  on  the  charge  of 
crime,  been  extradited  from  one  State  to  another,  and  whose  case 
in  the  latter  State  has  been  legally  disposed  of  by  his  acquittal, 
or  by  his  discharge  on  habeas  corpus,  or  by  his  conviction  and 
endurance  of  the  penalty,  so  that  the  justice  of  that  State  has  no 
further  demand  against  him,  can,  by  the  Governor  of  that  State, 
and  before  he  has  had  an  opportunity  to  depart  therefrom,  be 
arrested  and  suirendered  on  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of 
another  State. 

This  question  has  seldom  arisen  for  either  executive  or  judicial 
consideration.  There  are  but  two  reported  cases  in  the  whole 
history  of  inter-State  extradition  that  have  any  bearing  upon 
it,  and  these  cases  will  be  examined  in  this  chapter. 

2.  Daniel's  Case^  Binns's  Justice,  8th  ed.  p.  439«  —  This 
case  came  before  Judge  Parsons,  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  in  Phila- 
delphia, in  1848,  and  the  doctrine  adopted  by  the  court,  as  stated 
by  Mr.  Binns,  is  the  following : 

"  Where  a  defendant  is  brought  into  a  State  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  after  acquittal,  or  conviction  and  pardon,  he  cannot  be 
surrendered  to  the  authorities  of  another  State  as  a  fugitive,  but 
must  be  allowed  an  opportunity  to  return  to  the  State  in  which 
he  is  domiciled." 

No  statement  is  made  as  to  the  particular  facts  of  this  caae; 
yet  the  doctrine  here  adopted  gives  a  negative  answer  to  the 
above  question .  The  State  receiving  the  fugitive  by  extradition 
cannot,  according  to  this  doctrine,  after  satisfying  its  own  claims 
against  him,  surrender  him  to  another  State,  so  as  to  deny  to  him 
"  an  opportunity  to  return  to  the  State  in  which  he  is  domicHed." 
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3.  The  People^  ex  rel.  Snydam^  t.  Sennott^  20  llbtfny 
Law  Joni*njBd,  2S0.  — This  was  a  case  of  Jinbeas  corpus^  on  the 
petition  of  Suydam,  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook  county,  in 
Illinois. 

(1.)  Tfie  Facts  of  the  Case.-^Th^  facts  of  this  case,  as  stated 
by  Judge  McAllister  in  his  deliverance,  are  as  follows :  ^^Mr. 
Suydatn,  at  the  time  of  the  requisition  a  resident  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  Vas  demanded  by  the  Governor  of  Illinois  as  a  fiigi- 
tive  from  the  justice  of  the  latter  State,  and,  in  response  thereto, 
the  Governor  of  New  York  ordered  his  arrest  and  delivery  to  the 
authorities  of  Illinois.  Having  been  transported  to  Illinois 
and  being  there  discharged  in  a  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus^  he 
was,  immediately  after  his  discharge,  and  before  he  had  any  op- 
portunity of  leaving  the  State  and  retaming  to  New  York,  ar^ 
rested  on  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Gox^emor  of  Illinois,  in  com- 
pliance with  a  requisition  itom  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania, 
demanding  him  as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  latter  State, 

Suydam  took  the  ground  that  the  arrest  under  the  warrant  of 
the  Gk>vemor  of  Dlinbis  was  illegal,  and,  before  his  actual  removal 
from  the  State,  he  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  carpus  from  Judge 
McAllister,  to  test  the  legality  of  his  imprisonment  The  sp^ 
cific  point  set  up  in  his  claim  was  that,  having  been  removed  from 
New  York  to  Blinois  by  the  process  of  extradition,  he  had  not 
fled  to  the  latter  State  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  but  was  brought 
there  by  compulsion  of  law,  and  hence  that  the  Governor  of  Illi- 
nois had  no  authority  to  order  his  arrest  and  delivery  to  another 
State,  and  thereby  deny  to  him  the  opportunity  of  voluntary  de- 
parture from  Illinois,  after  the  whole  matter  for  which  he  was 
brought  there  had  ended  in  bis  legal  discharge. 

Judge  McAllister,  after  hearing  the  case,  held  otherwise,  dis- 
missed the  writ,  remanded  the  prisoner  to  custody,  and  thus  in 
effect  gave  an  affirmative  answer  to  the  question  stated  in  the 
commencement  of  this  chapter,  and  also  rejected  'the  doctrine  laid 
down  by  Judge  Parsons  in  Danieffs  Case.  The  Chicago  Legal 
N&uos(k  December  13, 1879,  says  that  Judge  Drummond,  in  a 
habeas  corpus  proceeding  afterward  approved  of  the  ruling  of 
Judge  McAllister  in  this  case. 
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Judge  McAllister,  in  statiDg  the  facts  as  they  appeared  on  the 
hearing,  gives  the  following  history  of  Suydam:  1.  That,  being 
a  resident  of  West  Virginia,  he  went  in  1874  to  Pittsbni^,  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  there  committed  the  crime  for  which  he  was 
indicted  in  1879,  and  which  was  the  basis  of  the  requisition  made 
by  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania.  2.  That,  soon  after  commit- 
ting this  crime,  he  went  back  to  West  Virginia.  3.  That  late  iu 
the  year  1875  he  came  to  Illinois  and  resided  for  about  two  years 
in  Chicago,  where  he  committed  the  offense  cliarged  against  him 
in  the  extradition  proceedings  tliat  procured  his  surrender  by  the 
Governor  of  New  York.  4.  That,  fleeing  from  Illinois  to  New 
York,  he  there  resided  until  May,  1879,  when  he  was  brought 
back  to  the  former  State  by  the  process  of  extradition. 

It  is  easy,  from  this  statement,  to  see  how  the  Governor  of 
Pennsylvania  might  have  demanded  the  surrender  of  Suydam 
from  the  Governor  of  West  Virginia,  if  the  proper  preliminaxy 
proceedings  had  been  instituted  while  he  was  in  the  latter  State ; 
or  how  the  demand,  upon  the  same  conditions,  might  have  been 
addressed  to  the  Governor  of  Illinois  during  Suydam's  residence 
in  that  State ;  or  how  it  might,  upon  the  same  conditions,  have 
been  addressed  to  the  Governor  of  New  York  while  he  was 
domiciled  there.  If  he  was  a  fugitive  from  justice  at  all,  he  was 
so  first  from  Pennsylvania  to  West  Virginia,  then  to  Illinois,  and 
then  to  the  State  of  New  York,  and  might,  by  Pennsylvania,  have 
been  extradited  from  any  one  of  these  States  if  the  proceedings 
had  been  taken  while  he  was  there.  The  fact  that  he  came  to 
New  York  by  first  going  to  West  Virginia,  and  then  goin^  to 
Illinois,  would  not  change  his  character  as  a  fugitive  from  jos- 
tica 

This,  however,  was  not  the  case  before  Judge  McAllister.  The 
case  upon  which  he  had  to  rule,  and  upon  which  he  did  mle,  was 
whether  Suydam,  being  in  Illinois  not  by  flight  to  that  State,  bot 
by  the  compulsory  process  of  extradition,  and  being  there  legally 
discharged  as  to  the  crime  for  which  he  was  brought  there,  could, 
immediately  after  the  discharge,  and  before  any  opportunity  for 
his  own  voluntary  departure,  be  arrested  by  the  warrant  of  the 
Governor  of  Illinois  and  delivered  to  the  authorities  of  the  State 
.of  Pennsylvania.  Had  the  Governor  of  Illinois,  in  the  circom- 
stances  as  existing  at  the  time,  legal  authority  for  the  issue  of  hie 
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warrant  of  arrest  and  delivery  ?    Judge  McAllister  answered  this 
question  in  the  affirmative.  ^ 

(2.)  The  Governor* s  Power.  — In  looking  at  the  question,  as 
thus  presented,  it  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  Governors  of 
States  have  no  general  power  of  issuing  warrants  of  arrest.  So 
far  as  thej  possess  the  power  of  issuing  such  warrants  in  respect 
to  fugitives  from  justice,  thej  derive  it  from  a  special  grant  of 
authority,  and  are  limited  in  the  exercise  thereof  to  the  precise 
terms  of  the  grant.  In  other  words,  they  are  to  be  governed  by 
the  law  that  gives  the  po^er,  and  by  the  rule  which  the  law  pre- 
scribes. A  lawless  exercise  of  such  a  power,  by  the  Governor  of 
a  State,  is  not  to  be  tolerated  for  a  moment  No  one  domiciled 
in  a  State  holds  his  liberty,  or  his  right  to  remain  in  that  State, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Governor  thereof. 

Judge  Cooley  says :  "  The  executive  has  no  general  power  to 
issue  warrants  of  arrest,  and  when  he  proceeds  to  do  so  in  these 
cases  his  whole  authority  comes  from  the  Constitution  and  the 
act  of  Congress,  and  he  must  keep  within  it."  (Princeton  Review 
for  January,  1879,  p.  165.) 

Mr.  Rorer,  having  referred  to  that  clause  of  the  Constitution 
which  provides  that  "  the  citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled 
to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  States," 
proceeds  to  say : 

^'  A  citizen  of  one  State  has  not  onl^  a  right  to  change  his 
residence  into  another  State,  but  also  a  right  to  become  a  citizen 
of  the  latter,  and  there  remain,  as  against  all  natural  right  of 
such  State  to  extradite  him,  banish  him,  or  deliver  him  over  to 
any  other  actual  or  pretended  power ;  and  it  results,  therefore, 
that  the  only  authority,  as  between  the  Atnerican  States,  for  the 
extradition  of  criminals,  is  that  provided  bv  the  National  Consti- 
tution, and  if  the  proceeding  be  not  in  conformity  thereto,  extra- 
dition cannot  be  enforced."     (Inter-State  Law,  225.) 

The  Constitution  does  not  leave  the  question  of  extradition 
between  States  to  their  discretion,  or  to  mere  State  comity.  It 
regulates  the  subject  by  a  special  provision  ;  and  Congress,  in  tlie 
exercise  of  its  power  to  carry  the  provision  into  effect,  has  legis- 
lated in  regard  to  it.  The  provision  itself  and  the  legislation  of 
Congress  for  its  execution,  are  a  part  of  the  supreme  law  of  the 

land. 
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The  question  then  arises  whether  the  power  of  State  GoverDore 
to  issue  warrants  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals, 
I  conferred  by  the  Constitution,  or  by  the  law  of  Congress,  or  by 

I  both,  extends  to  such  a  case  as  that  of  Suydam  at  the  time  when 

I  the  Governor  of  Illinois  issued  the  warrant  for  his  arrest  and  de- 

livery to  the  authorities  of  Pennsylvania.     If  it  does  not,  then 
I '  the  warrant  was  without  legal  authority,  and  Suydam  was  entitled 

to  a  discharge  from  custody  under  it. 

(3.)  The  Constitutional  Provision  —  The  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution relating  to  inter-State  extradition  reads  as  follows : 

*'  A  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  or  other 
crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  another  State, 
shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authoritv  of  the  State  from 
which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  crime." 

This  provision  is  evidently  not  self-executing  since  it  does  not 
designate  the  authority  to  which  the  demand  shall  be  addressed, 
and  by  which  the  delivery  shall  be  effected,  or  the  manner  in 
which  the  charge  of  crime  shall  be  made  and  authenticated.  It 
was  on  this  ground,  in  part,  that  Governor  Randolph,  of  Vir 
ginia,  in  1790,  before  Congress  had  passed  any  law  on  the  sub- 
ject, refused  to  comply  with  the  request  of  Governor  Mifflin,  of 
Pennsylvania,  for  the  delivery  of  certain  alleged  fugitives  from 
the  justice  of  the  latter  State. 

The  fact  is  that,  while  the  right  to  make  the  demand  is  given, 
and  the  obligation  to  make  the  delivery  is  imposed  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  no  provision  is  therein  made  for  the 
ageiicy  of  this  delivery  or  the  manner  of  its  action.  This  is  left 
to  be  supplied  by  legislation,  and,  without  the  requisite  legislation, 
State  Governors  would  have  absolutely  no  power  to  order  the 
arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals.  They  possess  this 
power,  not  by  any  direct  grant  of  the  Constitution,  but  by  the 
legislation  of  Congress ;  and  if  Congress  had  chosen  to  vest  the 
power  in  a  different  agency,  as  it  might  have  done,  then  State 
Governors  would  have  been  wholly  without  the  power. 

Judge  Deady,  in  In  re  Doo  Woon^  18  Fed.  Rep.  898,  remarked : 
"  The  right  of  one  State  of  the  Union  to  demand  of  another  the 
delivery  of  a  person  who  has  fled  from  justice,  depends  upon  the 
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Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  and  the  mode  of  .proceeding 
and  the  evidence  necessary  to  support  sach  demand  is  prescribed 
by  the  statute  of  the  United  States. ''  This  question  of  the 
"  mode  "  includes  the  agency  or  authority  by  which  the  mandate 
of  the  Constitution  is  to  be  carried  into  effect ;  and  this  agency 
or  authority,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  endowed  for  this  purpose,  not 
by  the  Constitution  itself,  but  by  the  law  of  Congress.  The  Con- 
stitution authorizes  Congress  to  legislate  on  the  subject ;  and  State 
Governors  get  their  authority  to  issue  extradition  warrants  from 
the  legislation  of  Congress. 

The  person  over  whom  this  authority  is  to  be  exercised  is,  in 
the  Constitution,  described  as  '^  a  person  charged  in  any  State 
with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justioe 
and  he  found  in  another  StaiCj^  and  who  shall  be  demanded  by 
the  "executive  airthority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled."  The 
words  placed  in  italics  are  the  important  words  to  be  considered 
in  this  coDuection. 

The  party  here  described  flees  from  justice  —  that  is  to  say,  he 
flees  from  the  justice  of  the  particular  State  in  which  he  com- 
mitted the  crime,  and  which  brings  the  charge  against  him.  He 
does  so  by  going  oat  of  the  State,  since  if  he  simply  flees  from 
one  part  of  the  State  to  another  part  of  the  same  State,  he  will 
not  flee  at  all  within  the  meaning  of  the  OonBtitution.  He  must 
actually  flee  from  the  State  altogether,  in  order  to  come  within 
this  meaning. 

Where  then  does  this  party,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  Con- 
stitution, flee  to  ?  Where  does  he  stop  in  his  flight  and  there 
seek  an  asylum  of  safety  from  justice  ?  Xf  he  flees  to  a  foreign 
country  and  is  found  there,  the  provision  has  no  application  to 
him.  It  is  only  when  he  flees  to  some  other  State  of  the  Union 
than  the  one  in  which  he  is  charged  with  crime,  and  is  found 
there  because  he  has  fled  to  that  State  and  has  not  fled  therefrom, 
that  the  provision  applies  to  him.  If  this  be  not  the  fact,  then 
the  case  is  not  the  one  described  in  the  Constitution. 

It  is  quite  true  that  the  Constitution  does  not,  in  express  words, 
speak  of  the  party  2a  fleeing  to  some  other  State ;  yet  it  puts  him 
there  as  the  sequel  and  result  of  his  flight  from  justice.  He 
must  flee  from  justice,  and  there  is  no  way  in  which  he  can  get 
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into  another  State  or  be  found  there,  as  the  consequenoe  of  snch 
a  flight,  except  by  actually  going  there.  The  Constitution  clearly 
implies  his  flight  to  the  State  in  which  he  is  found,  and  that  this 
is  the  reason  why  he  is  there,  or  is  found  there. 

The  two  things  specified  —  namely,  the  flight  from  the  justice 
of  one  State  and  the  being  found  in  another  State  —  are,  in  the 
Constitution,  connected  together  by  a  copulative  conjunction 
which  associates  them  in  the  natural  order  of  sequence.  The 
party  flees  a/nd  is  found  in  another  State  because  he  fled  there. 
It  is  not  enough  that  he  simply  flees,  and  it  is  not  enough  that  he 
is  simply  found  in  another  State.  Neither  fact,  by  itself,  makes  the 
case  which  tlie  language  of  the  Constitution  presents.  Both  facts 
are  necessary  to  make  that  case.  The  Constitution  follows  the 
party  from  the  moment  he  starts  on  his  flight  from  justice  until 
he  stops  aomewherej  either  temporarily  or  permanently ;  and  that 
domewhere  is  another  State  than  the  one  from  which  he  fled,  no 
matter  through  how  many  States  he  may  have  passed  in  going 
there. 

The  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States  speak  of  the  ac- 
cused party  as  seeking  asyhim,  or  as  being  found  in  the  territoiy 
of  either  of  the  contractiug  Governments.  Ic  is  enough  under  these 
treaties  that  the  party  is  found  in  the  specifled  territory,  no  mat- 
ter how  he  came  to  be  there.  But  it  is  not  so  under  the  extradi- 
tion provision  of  the  Constitution.  Here  the  fleeing  from  the 
justice  of  one  State  and  the  being  found  in  another  State,  becanee 
the  party  has  fled  to  that  State,  are,  by  a  copulative  conjunction, 
connected  together  as  essential  parts  of  the  same  matter,  and  s*) 
connected  that  they  cannot  be  disjoined  without  changing  the 
meaning  of  the  language,  and,  we  may  add,  so  connected  that  the 
flight  to  another  State  is  obviously  the  implied  antecedent  of 
being  found  there.  The  language  is  not  technical,  bat  that  o: 
common  life ;  and  this  is  its  natural  construction. 

Judge  McAllister,  in  his  construction  of  the  Constitution,  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  theory  that  it  is  enough  if  the  party  being  charged 
with  crime  by  the  demanding  State  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  is 
found  in  the  State  to  which  the  demand  is  addressed,  whether  he 
had  fled  to  that  State  or  not.  This,  with  all  due  respect  to  the 
learned  judge,  is  not  the  case  which  the  Constitution  presents* 
saying  nothing  now  about  the  construction  given  by  the  kw  of 
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Congress,  from  which  State  Governors  derive  their  power  to  issue 
extradition  warrants.  The  Constitution  puts  the  party  in  another 
State  as  the  sequel  of  his  fleeing  to  that  State. 

The  fact,  in  the  case  of  Suydam,  was  that  he  was  not  found  in 
Illinois  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  for  delivery  to  Pennsylvania,  be- 
cause he  had  fled  to  the  former  State,  but  was  found  there  in  vir- 
tue of  an  extradition  process  which  forcibly  brought  him  there, 
and,  being  discliarged  thereon,  was  arrested  under  another  extra- 
dition process  issued  by  the  Governor  of  Illinois,  before  he  had 
time  to  leave  the  State  to  which  he  had  been  extradited.  It  surely 
will  not  be  claimed  that  the  extradition  process  which  brought 
him  to  Illinois,  was,  on  his  part,  an  act  of  fleeing  from  justice  to 
that  State,  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution ;  and,  if  it  was  not, 
then  he  was  not  in  that  State  at  that  time  as  a  fugitive  thereto 
from  the  justice  of  Pennsylvania.  The  fact  is,  that  he  fled  from 
the  State  of  Illinois  to  the  State  of  New  York,  and,  in  being  car- 
ried back  by  a  legal  process  to  the  State  from  which  he  fled,  he 
certainly  did  not  flee  to  that  State. 

It  is  only  a  fugitive  from  a  State  and  to  a  State  that  comes 
within  the  description  of  the  Constitution  ;  and  such  was  not  the 
case  of  Suydam.  That  instrument  makes  no  provision  for  a  series 
of  successive  extraditions  of  the  same  party,  first  by  one  State 
to  another  State,  then  by  the  latter  State,  when  it  shall  have  sat- 
isfied its  claims  against  him,  to  a  third  State,  and  so  on  through 
as  many  extraditions  as  there  may  be  States,  one  after  another, 
demanding  the  custody  of  this  party.  The  description  which  it 
gives  of  the  person  to  be  extradited  from  one  State  to  another, 
precludes  such  a  series  of  extraditions,  unless  we  assume  that  ex- 
tradition to  a  State  is  constitutionally  the  same  thing  as  a  flight 
from  justice  to  a  State. 

(4.)  7%e  Statutory  Provision.  —  We  come  now  to  the  lay  of 
Congress,  enacted  to  carry  the  constitutional  provision  into  effect, 
from  which  law  State  Governors  derive  their  authority  to  issue 
warrants  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals,  and 
which  must,  therefore,  be  their  guide  on  this  subject.  Section 
5278  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  provides  as 
follows : 
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"  Whenever  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory 
demands  any  person  as  afugitwe  from  jxtsticCj  of  the  executive 
authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  ^AieA  such  person  hasjUd^ 
and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found  or  an  affidavit  made 
before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory,  charging  the  person 
demanded  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  certified  as  authen- 
tic  by  the  Governor  or  Chief  Magistrate  of  the  State  or  Territory 
froia  whence  tJie  person  so  charged  hasfied^  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  executive  autnority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  such 
person  hasjledj  to  cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  secured,  and  to 
cause  notice  of  the  arrest  to  bo  given  to  the  executive  authority 
making  such  demand,  or  to  the  agent  of  such  authority  appointed 
to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  aelivered 
to  such  agent  when  he  shall  appear." 

The  parts  of  this  section  which,  for  our  present  purpose,  de- 
serve to  be  specially  noticed,  are  placed  in  italics.  The  party  to 
be  arrested  and  delivered  up  is  spoken  of,  in  general  terms,  as 
"  a  fugitive  from  justice,"  which  language  is  the  equivalent  of 
the  words  "  who  shall  flee  from  justice,"  as  found  in  the  Consti- 
tution. 

This  party  is  to  be  demanded  of  the  executive  authority  of  the 
State  or  Territory  to  which  he  "  has  jledP  His  flight  from  ju^ 
tice  is  followed  by  the  statute  to  the  State  or  Territory  to  which 
he  goes,  and  in  which,  by  going  there,  he  is  found.  The  certified 
charge  of  crime  is  to  come  from  the  State  or  Territory  frov^ 
which  he  ^''fiedP  The  power  to  cause  his  arrest  and  delivery  in 
the  presence  of  the  specified  conditions,  is  given  to  the  executive 
authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  he  " has  fied^^  and 
to  no  other  authority. 

These  recitals  of  the  statute  are  perfectly  clear  as  to  the  persot, 
and  the  only  person  who,  under  its  authority,  is  to  be  arrested 
and  delivered  up.  He  must  be  "  a  fugitive  from  justice,"  in  the 
sense  of  fleeing  from  the  State  or  Territory  bringing  the  charge 
of  crime  against  liim  and  making  the  demand  for  his  deliven, 
and  in  the  sense  of  fleeing  to  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  tk 
demand  is  addressed.  This  is  the  exact  description  of  the  peis^- 
given  in  the  statute ;  and  if  the  party  charged  with  crime  anddc^ 
manded  does  not  come  within  this  description,  then  he  does  rx> 
come  within  the  statute  and  is  not  the  party  to  whom  it  applie»- 

The  recitals  are  equally  clear  as  to  the  authority  empowered  \] 
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the  statute  to  cause  tlie  arrest  and  delivery  of  the  party  described. 
That  authority  is  "  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory to  which  such  person  hasfled^^  and,  consequently,  to  which 
the  demand,  with  the  proper  evidences  as  to  the  crime,  was  ad- 
dressed  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory yr{>m 
which  he  fled,  No  other  authority  can,  under  the  statute,  order 
the  arrest  and  delivery ;  and  this  authority,  as  known  to  the  law 
and  endowed  by  the  law,  is  expressly  vested  in  the  Governor  of 
the  State  or  Territory  to  which  the  accused  party  "  has  fled." 
The  actual  fleeing  to  the  State  or  Territory  is  legally  as  much  a 
part  of  the  case  as  the  demand  for  delivery  or  any  other  element 
]>Iaced  in  it  by  law.  It  is  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  power  to 
make  the  delivery  at  all. 

If,  then,  State  Governors  derive  their  power  to  oi'der  the  arrest 
and  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals,  not  from  the  Constitution,  since 
this  does  not  give  them  the  power,  but  from  the  law  of  Congress, 
it  follows  as  a  necessary  inference  that  they  must  exercise  the 
power  in  conformity  with  that  law.  A  law  that  is  the  source  of 
power  is  the  rule  for  its  exercise,  and  no  part  of  it  can  be  lawfully 
disregarded.  Judge  Deady,  in  In  re  Doo  Woon^  18  Fed.  Rep. 
898,  said :  "  The  Executive  of  this  State,  in  allowing  the  requisi- 
tion of  the  executive  of  California,  acts  under  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  statute,  and  must  conform  to  its  directions  and 
limitations." 

A  person  who  has  not  ^edflrom  the  State  demanding  him,  or, 
if  he  has  fled  therefrom,  has  not  fled  to  tiie  State  asked  to  deliver 
him  up,  and  who,  if  found  in  the  latter  State,  is  found  there,  not 
because  he  fled  thereto,  but  because  he  has  been  carried  there  by 
the  compulsory  process  of  extradition,  does  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute  referred  to  by  Judge  Deady.  He  is  not  the 
party  therein  described ;  and  if  so,  then  the  statute  gives  to  the 
Governor  of  the  latter  State  no  power  to  order  his  arrest  and  de- 
livery to  another  State.  Suydam,  when  arrested  and  delivered  to 
the  authorities  of  Pennsylvania,  was  not  a  fugitive  to  the  State 
of  Illinois,  but  was  brought  there  under  the  compulsion  of  law ; 
".  ,  and,  if  so,  then  the  Governor  of  that  State  had,  under  the  statute 
"^  of  the  United  States,  no  authority  to  order  his  arrest  and  delivery. 
•'^'  •  Ho  was  not  the  Governor  of  the  State  to  which  Suydam  had  fled, 
^  and  in  which  he  was  found  because  he  had  fled  thereto. 
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Judge  McAlliBter,  in  deciding  the  case  before  him,  makes  no 
accouut  of  the  fact  that  Suydam  came  to  the  State  of  Illinois  in 
1875,  and  remained  there  about  two  years,  and  then  went  there- 
from to  the  State  of  New  York,  and  there  remained  until  he  was 
brought  back  to  Illinois  by  an  extradition  process.  He  mentions 
the  fact,  but  it  was  no  element  of  the  case  on  which  he  based  his 
decision.  It  was  enough,  in  his  view,  that  Suydam  was  set  forth 
as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was  found  in 
Illinois,  although  it  was  true  that  he  was  there  found,  not  by  las 
flight  to  that  State,  but  by  forcible  extradition  thereto.  This  en- 
tirely overlooks  that  element  of  tlie  law  which  makes  flight  to  a 
State  a  part  of  the  case.  It  treats  that  part  of  the  law  as  having 
no  legal  significance. 

It  appears  to  be  tnie  that,  when  Suydam  came  to  Illinois  in 
1875,  he  came  there  as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  Pennsylva- 
nia ;  and,  if  with  the  proper  evidence  as  to  the  charge  of  crime, 
he  had  been  demanded  by  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  while 
he  was  there,  the  case  would  have  come  within  the  terms  of  tbe 
law.  But  the  moment  Suydam  left  lUinois  he  passed  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Governor  of  that  State,  and  tliat  jurisdiction 
could  attach  to  him  again  only  in  the  event  that  he  shoald  come 
back  to  the  State.  Now,  in  the  sense  of  law,  he  never  did  come 
back  to  that  State  as  a  fugitive  thereto.  He  was  brought  back  bj 
the  compulsion  of  law,  and  this  was  not  his  own  act.  He  cer- 
tainly was  not  fleeing  from  the  justice  of  Pennsylvania  to  tbe 
State  of  Illinois  when,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  agent  of  the 
latter  State,  he  was  being  removed  from  the  State  of  New  York 
to  which  he  had  fled,  to  the  State  of  Illinois  from  which  he  had 
fled.  The  transportation,  by  an  officer  of  law,  of  an  aoeuEed 
party,  from  one  State  to  another,  is  not  his  flight  from  justice. 

It  may  be  said  that  if  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  law,  then,  in  the  event  that  a  party  is  chai^ 
with  crime  in  two  different  States  and  flees  to  a  third  State,  and 
that,  upon  the  demand  of  one  of  the  two  States  he  is  delivered 
up  by  the  third  State,  and  in  the  further  event  that,  after  the 
State  to  which  he  was  delivered  up  has  legally  disposed  of  his 
case  so  that  it  has  no  further  claim  upon  him,  he  chooses  to  remain 
there  and  there  take  up  his  domicile,  the  other  State  would  hare 
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no  means,  b;  extradition,  of  getting  poaseBsion  of  his  person  and 
bringing  him  to  justice  for  an  offense  committed  therein.  This 
is  undoabtedlj  true  so  long  as  he  remains  in  the  State  to  which 
he  was  extradited.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  Constitution  or 
the  law  of  Congress  for  his  extradition  froTa  that  State  if  he 
chooses  to  stay  there  and  does  stay  there.  Such  a  case  is  not  pro- 
vided for  by  the  extradition  law  of  this  country ;  and  it  is  not  the 
province  of  either  coorts  or  Governors  to  make  the  provision. 

(5.)  The  OenercH  Principle  of  Extradition. — There  is,  moreover, 
a  general  principle  relating  to  the  subject  of  extradition,  whether 
inter-State  or  international,  that  is  involved  in  the  question  under 
consideration  ;  and  that  principle  is  that,  where  a  party  is  by  ex- 
tradition removed  from  one  jurisdiction  t6  another,  his  compul- 
sory presence  in  the  latter  should  not  be  there  used  for  any  pur- 
pose other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  forcibly  brought  there, 
and  that  when  this  purpose  has  been  gained  he  should,  unless 
committing  some  offense  while  there,  have  a  reasonable  opportu- 
nity to  depart  there&om,  before  being  subjected  to  legal  demands' 
or  restraints  for  other  and  different  purposes. 

Text  writers,  who  have  treated  of  the  subject  at  all,  have,  with 
great  uniformity,  laid  down  this  principle  as  fundamental  in  the 
general  law  of  extradition.  Their  theory  is  that  the  jurisdiction 
that  is  made  operative  by  this  process,  is  special  and  not  general, 
and  hence  that,  when  the  purpose  of  the  process  has  been  gained, 
the  party  subject  to  it  is  entitled  to  the  liberty  of  unmolested 
departure  before  he  can  be  properly  subjected  to  other  processes 
of  legal  restraint.  There  is  no  such  difference  between  interna- 
tional and  inter-State  extradition,  as  to  imply  that  this  theory  is 
not  equally  applicable  to  both.  The  essential  principles  of  both 
are  the  same.  They  differ  only  as  to  details  which  do  not  affect 
their  general  character. 

It  was  with  reference  to  inter-State  extradition  that  Judge  Cooley 
said: 

"  To  obtain  the  surrender  of  a  man  on  one  charge,  and  then 
put  him  upon  trial  on  another,  is  a  gross  abuse  of  &e  constitu- 
tional compact.  We  believe  it  to  be  a  violation  also  of  legal  prin- 
ciples.   It  is  a  general  rule  that,  where  by  compulsion  of  law  a 
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man  is  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  for  one  purpose,  liis  pres- 
ence shall  not  be  taken  advantage  of  to  subject  him  to  l^af  de- 
mands or  legal  restraint  for  another  purpose.  The  legal  pri  vil^es 
from  arrest,  where  one  is  in  the  performance  of  a  legal  duty  away 
from  his  home,  rest  upon  this  rule,  and  they  are  merely  the  ex- 
pressions of  reasonable  exemption  from  unfair  advantages.  The 
reason  of  the  rule  applies  to  these  cases.  It  should  be  held,  as  it 
recently  has  been  in  Kentucky,  that  the  fugitive  surrendered  on 
one  charge  is  exempt  from  prosecution  upon  any  other.  lie  is 
within  the  State  by  compulsion  of  law  upon  a  single  aoensation. 
He  has  a  right  to  have  tnat  disposed  of,  and  then  to  depart  in 
peace."     (ftinceton  Review  for  January,  18711,  p.  176.) 

It  is  true  that  Judge  Cooley,  in  using  this  language,  was  not 
considering  the  specific  question  now  under  examination ;  yet  the 
language  is  just  as  applicable  to  this  question  as  to  the  one  he  was 
considering.  It  contains  a  principle  that  covers  both  qaestions. 
If  the  trial  of  a  party  for  a  crime,  different  from  the  one  on 
which  he  was  surrendered,  would  bo  "  a  gross  abuse  of  the  con- 
stitutional compact "  and  "  a  violation  also  of  legal  principles," 
would  the  "abuse"  and  ''violation"  be  less  real,  if  the  party 
surrendered  and  then  acquitted  in  the  State  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  crime  for  which  he  was  surrendered,  or  discharged  on  hor 
heas  corpus  in  that  State,  should,  before  he  had  any  opportunity 
"  to  depart  in  peace,"  be  arrested  and  surrendered,  as  a  fugitive 
criminal,  to  another  State  {  He  was  not  brought  into  the  State 
making  the  second  surrender,  for  any  such  purpose ;  and,  accord- 
ing to  Judge  Cooley,  he  has  a  right  to  have  the  purpose  for  which 
he  was  brought  there  legally  disposed  of,  and  then  *'  to  dei)art  in 
peace."  A  second  surrender,  without  the  opportunity  of  such 
departure,  clearly  interferes  with  the  exercise  of  this  right  and 
also  ignores  the  "  general  rule  "  of  law  stated  by  Judge  Cooley, 
while  it  would  be  without  authority  in  the  Constitution  and  Iaws 
of  the  United  States. 

Judge  McAllister  said  in  this  case  that  "  the  Governor  [of 
Illinois]  was  under  no  duty  to  return  him  [Suydam]  to  New 
York,  or  to  guarantee  a  safe  return.' '  This,  while  true,  is  not 
the  question.  The  point  to  be  determined  is  not  whether  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  Governor  of  Illinois  to  make  any  provision  for 
Suydam's  return  to  New  York  after  he  had  been  discharged  in 
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tlie  former  State,  but  whether  under  the  Constitution  and  tlie 
law  of  Congress,  and  under  the  general  principles  of  extradition 
law,  he  had  the  right,  immediately  after  this  discharge,  to  order 
the  arrest  and  delivery  of  Suydam  to  the  authorities  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  thus  prevent  his  return  to  New  York  by  his  own 
action. 

This  question  Judge  McAllister  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
and,  with  ail  due  respect,  we  submit  that  the  answer  is  not  cor- 
rect, and  that  the  doctrine,  as  stated  by  Judge  Parsons  in  DanieVa 
Case,  presents  the  true  view  of  the  subject. 
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I. 

EXTRADITION  TREATIES  OF  THE  UNITED 

STATES. 


The  extradition  treaties  of  the  United  States,  now  in  force,  are 
tliirtj-one  in  number.  The  following  presents  the  text  of  these 
treaties,  in  the  order  of  their  respective  dates  and  designated  by 
the  countries  with  which  they  were  made : 

L  GrBAT  BRFTAINy  AuousT  9,  1842. 

Artiglb  X.  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Her  Britannic  Majesty 
shall,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or  their  Ministers,  officers,  or  au- 
thorities, respectively  made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being 
charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  utterance 
of  forged  paper,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall  seek  an 
asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other :  Provided^ 
That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall 
be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and 
other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered,  and  if,  on  such  hear- 
ing, the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the 
proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of 
such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be 
borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receives 
the  fugitive. 


II.  France,  November  9,  1848. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty,  the  King  of  the  French, 
having  judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of 
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justice,  and  to  the  preyention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories 
and  jurisdictions,  that  persons  charged  with  the  crimes  hereinafter  enumer- 
ated and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circunuitances, 
be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  the  said  United  States  of  America  and  His 
Majesty,  the  Elng  of  the  French,  have  named  as  their  Plenipotentiaries  to 
conclude  a  convention  for  this  purpose : 

That  is  to  say,  the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Abel  P. 
Upshur,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  and  His  Majesty,  the 
King  of  the  French,  the  Sieur  Pageot,  Officer  of  the  Royal  Order  of  the 
Legion  of  Honor,  his  Minister  Plenipotentiary,  o^  interim,  in  the  United 
States  of  America : 

Who,  after  having  communicated  with  each  other  their  respective  full 
powers,  found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  concluded  the 
following  articles : 

Article  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  high  contracting  parties  shall,  on  re- 
quisitions made  in  their  name,  through  the  medium  of  their  respective 
diplomatic  agents,  deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who,  being  accused  of  the 
crimes  enumerated  in  the  next  following  article,  oonmiitted  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  requiring  party,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  foood 
within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided,  That  this  shall  be  done  oniy 
when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  so  established  u 
that  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  the  fugitive  or  the  person  so  accusetl 
shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Art.  II.  Persons  shall  be  so  delivered  up  who  shall  be  charged,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  this  convention,  witli  any  of  the  following  crimes, 
to-wit :  Murder  (comprehending  the  crimes  designated  in  the  French  Penal 
Code  by  the  terms  assassination;  parricide,  infanticide  and  poisoning),  or 
with  an  attempt  to  commit  murder,  or  with  rape,  or  with  forgery,  or  with 
arson,  or  with  embezzlement  by  public  officers,  when  the  same  is  punishable 
with  infamous  punishment. 

Art.  III.  On  the  part  of  the  French  Government,  the  surrender  shtC 
be  made  only  by  the  authority  of  the  Keeper  of  the  Seals,  Minister  of  Jus- 
tice ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  Qovernment  of  the  United  States^  the  surren- 
der shall  be  made  only  by  authority  of  the  Executive  thereof. 

Art.  IV.  The  expenses  of  any  detention  and  delivery  effected  in  virtue 
of  the  preceding  provisions  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  Gk>Temmeot 
in  whose  name  the  requisition  shall  have  been  made. 

Art.  y.  The  provisions  of  the  present  convention  shall  not  be  applied 
in  any  manner  to  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  second  article,  commined 
anterior  to  the  date  thereof,  nor  to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  purely  political 
character. 

Art.  YI.  This  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  it  shall  be  abro- 
gated by  the  contracting  parties^  or  one  of  them,  but  it  shall  not  be  abrogated. 
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except  by  mutaal  consent,  nnless  the  party  desiring  to  abrogate  it  shall 
give  six  months^s  previous  notice  of  his  intention  to  do  so.  It  shall  be  rati- 
fied, and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  within  the  space  of  six 
months,  or  earlier  if  possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  convention  in  daplicate,  and  have  afl^ed  thereto  the  seal  of  their 
arms. 

Done  at  Washington  the  ninth  day  of  November,  A.nno  Domini  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-three. 

A.  P.  UPSHUR.      [l.  b.] 
A.  PAGEOT.  [L.  8.] 


Additional  Article,  February  24,  1845. — The  crime  of  robbery, 
defining  the  same  to  be  the  felonious  and  forcible  taking  from  the  person  of 
another,  of  goods  or  money  to  any  value,  by  violence  or  putting  him  in 
fear  ;  and  the  crime  of  burglary,  defining  the  same  to  be,  breaking  and  en- 
tering by  night  into  a  mansion-house  of  another,  with  intent  to  commit  fel- 
ony, and  the  corresponding  crimes  included  under  the  French  law  in  the 
words  vol  quaHfii  crime^  not  being  embraced  in  the  second  article  of  the 
convention  of  extradition  concluded  between  the  United  States  of  America 
and  France,  on  the  ninth  of  November,  1843,  it  is  agreed  by  the  present 
article,  between  the  high  contracting  parties,  that  persons  charged  with 
those  crimes  shall  be  respectively  delivered  up,  in  conformity  with  the  first 
article  of  the  said  convention ;  and  the  present  article,  when  ratified  by  the 
parties,  shall  constitute  a  part  of  the  said  convention,  and  shall  have  the 
same  force  as  if  it  had  been  originally  inserted  in  the  same. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  article  in  duplicate,  and  have  afiixed  thereto  the  seal  of  their  arms. 

Done  at  Washington  this  twenty-fourth  day  of  February,  1845. 

J.  C.  CALHOUN.     [L.  B.] 
A.  PAGEOT.  [L.  B.] 


AoDiTiOHAL  Abticlb,  FEBRUARY  10,  1858.  —  It  IB  agreed  between  the 
high  contracting  parties  that  the  provisions  of  the  treaties  for  the  mutual 
extradition  of  criminals  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  France, 
of  November  9,  1843,  and  February  24,  1845,  and  now  in  force  between 
the  two  Governments,  shall  extend  not  only  to  persons  charged  with  the 
crimes  therein  mentioned,  but  also  to  persons  charged  with  the  following 
crimes,  whether  as  principals,  accessories,  or  accomplices,  namely :  Forging 
or  knowingly  passing  or  putting  in  circulation  counterfeit  coin  or  bank 
notes  or  other  paper  current  as  money,  with  intent  to  defraud  any  person 
or  persons;  embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired  or  salaried  to  the 
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detriment  of  thf*.ir  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to  infamous 
punishment. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respectiye  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  article  in  triplicate,  and  have  affixed  thereto  the  seal  of  their 
arms. 

Done  at  Washington  the  tenth  of  February,  1858. 

LEW.  CASS.        [8KAL.] 
SAKTIGES.         [SBAL.] 


ni.  Hawaiian  Islands,  Dbcbmbbr  30,  1849. 

Articlb  XIY.  The  contnicting  parties  mutually  agree  to  suxrender  upon 
official  requisition  to  the  authorities  of  each,  all  persons  who  being  charged 
with  the  crimes  of  murder,  piracy,  arson,  robbery,  forgery  or  the  utterance 
of  forged  paper,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other :  Provided,  That  this  shall  only  be  done 
upon  such  eyidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehen- 
sion and  commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  had  there  been  committed. 
And  the  respective  judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments 
shall  have  authority  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  'warrant 
for  the  apprehension  of  the  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered ;  and  if,  on  such  hear- 
ing, the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper 
executive  authority  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of  sacfa 
fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be  borne 
and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receivea  the 
fugitive. 

Art.  XYII.  The  present  treaty  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
of  said  States,  and  by  His  Majesty,  the  King  of  the  Hawaiian  IsUmda,  by 
and  with  the  advice  of  his  Privy  Council  of  State,  and  the  ratifications 
shall  be  exchanged  at  Honolulu  within  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of 
its  signature,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  same 
in  triplicate  and  have  hereto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  Washington  in  the  English  language,  the  twentieth  day  of 
December,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine. 

JOHN  M.  CLAYTON.  [seal.  ] 

JAMES  JACKSON  JARYE8.        [sbal.] 
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ly.  Swiss  Gonfbdbration,  Kotsmbbr  25,  1850. 

Articlb  XIIL  The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Swiss  Confederation, 
on  requisitions  made  in  their  name  through  the  medium  of  their  respective 
diplomatic  or  consular  agents,  shall  deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who, 
being  charged  with  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following  article  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  requiring  party,  shall  seek  asylum  or 
shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided,  That  this  shall 
be  done  only  when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  so  estab- 
lished as  to  justify  their  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if  the 
crime  had  been  committed  in  the  country  where  the  persons  so  accused 
shall  be  found. 

Art.  XIV.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  convention,  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following  crimes,  to- 
wit :  murder  (including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide  and  poisoning), 
attempt  to  commit  murder,  rape,  forgery  or  the  emission  of  forged  papers, 
arson,  robbery  with  violence,  intimidation  or  forcible  entry  of  an  inhabited 
house,  piracy,  embezzlement  by  public  ofScers,  or  by  persons  hired  or 
salaried  to  the  detriment  of  their  employers^  when  these  cnmes  are  stfbject 
to  infamous  punishment. 

Art.  XV.  On  the  part  of  the  United  States,  the  surrender  shall  be  made 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  Executive  thereof,  and  on  the  part  of  the 
Swiss  Confederation  by  that  of  the  Federal  CounciL 

Art.  XVL  The  expenses  of  detention  and  delivery  effected  m  virtue 
of  the  preceding  articles  shall  be  at  the  cost  of  the  party  making  the 
demand. 

Art.  XVn.  The  provisions  of  the  aforegoing  articles  relating  to  the 
surrender  of  fugitive  criminals  shall  not  apply  to  offenses  committed  before 
the  date  hereof,  nor  to  those  of  a  political  character. 

Art.  XVni.  The  present  convention  is  concluded  for  the  period  of 
ten  years,  counting  from  the  day  of  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications,  and 
if,  one  year  before  the  expiration  of  that  period,  neither  of  the  contracting 
parties  shall  have  announced  by  an  official  notification  its  intention  to  the 
other  to  arrest  the  operations  of  said  convention,  it  shall  continue  binding 
for  twelve  months  longer,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year,  until  the  expiration 
of  the  twelve  months  which  will  follow  a  similar  declaration,  whatever  the 
time  at  which  it  may  take  place. 

Art.  XIX  This  convention  shall  be  submitted,  on  both  sides,  to  the  ap- 
proval and  ratification  of  the  respective,  competent  authorities  of  each  ot 
the  contracting  parties,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  the  city 
of  Washington  as  soon  as  circumstances  shall  admit. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  above 
articles,  under  reserve  of  the  above-mentioned  ratifications,  both  in  the 
English  and  French  languages,  and  they  have  thereunto  affixed  their  seals. 
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Done  in  quadruplicate,  at  the  city  of  Berne,  this  twenty-fifth  day  of 
November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty. 

A.  DUDLEY  MANN.        [l.  s.] 
H.  DRUEY.  [L.  8.J 

P.  FREY  BiROSfiR        [i.  s.] 


y.  Prussia  and  Othkb  States,  Juke  16,  1852. 

Whereas  it  is  found  expedient,  for  the  better  administration  of  justice, 
and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  respectively,  that  persons  committing  certain  heinous  crimes^  being 
fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally 
delivered  up,  and  also  to  enumerate  such  crimes  explicitly ;  and,  whoeas 
the  laws  and  constitution  of  Prussia,  and  of  the  other  German  States,  par- 
ties to  this  convention,  forbid  them  to  surrender  their  own  citizens  to  & 
foreign  jurisdiction,  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  with  a  view  of 
making  the  convention  strictly  reciprocal,  shall  be  held  equally  free  fn»D 
any  obligation  to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States :  Therefore,  on  the 
one  part,  the  United  States  of  America,  and,  on  the  other  part,  His 
"Majesty  the  King  of  Prussia,  in  his  own  name,  as  well  as  in  the  name  of 
His  Majesty  the  King  of  Saxony,  His  Royal  Highness  the  Elector  of  Hesse, 
His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Hesse  and  on  Rhine,  His  Royai 
Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Saxe- Weimar-Eisenach,  His  Highness  tfa« 
Duke  of  Saxe-Meiningen,  His  Highness  the  Duke  of  Saxe-Altenburg,  Hb 
Highness  the  Duke  of  Saxe-Coburg-Gotha,  His  Highness  the  Duke  of 
Brunswick,  His  Highness  the  Duke  of  Anhalt-Dessau,  His  Highness  the 
Duke  of  Anhalt-Bernburg,  His  Highness  the  Duke  of  Nassau,  His  Serene 
Highness  the  Prince  of  Schwarzburg-Rudolstadt,  His  Serene  Highness  the 
Prince  of  Schwarzburg-Sondershausen,  Her  Serene  Highness  the  Princess 
and  Regent  of  Waldeck,  Hi^  Serene  Highness  the  Prince  of  Reusa,  elder 
branch,  His  Serene  Highness  the  Prince  of  Reuss,  junior  branch.  His  Serene 
Highness  the  Prince  of  Lippe,  His  Serene  Highness  the  Landgrave  of  Uess- 
Homburg,  as  well  as  the  free  city  of  Frankfort,  having  resolved  to  treat  oa 
this  subject,  have  for  that  purpose  appointed  their  respective  Plenipoten- 
tiaries to  negotiate  and  conclude  a  convention,  that  is  to  say : 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Daniel  Webster,  Secretarj 
of  State,  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Prussia,  in  his  own  name,  as  well  as  I: 
the  name  of  the  other  German  Sovereigns  above  enumerated,  and  the  free  dty 
of  Frankfort,  Frederic  Charles  Joseph  von  Gerolt,  His  said  Majestj^s  Mi£- 
ister  resident  near  the  Government  of  the  United  States; 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  powers,  hsT« 
agreed  to  and  signed  the  following  articles : 

Abticlb  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Prussisy  and  tht 
.  other  States  of  the  Germanic  Confederation,  included  in  or  which  may 
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hereafter  accede  to  this  conyention,  shall,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them 
or  their  ministers,  officers,  or  aathonties,  respectively  made,  deliver  up  to 
justice  all  persons  who  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  for- 
gery, or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of 
counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of 
public  moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,  shall  seek 
an  asylum,  or  jthall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided^ 
That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall 
be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and 
other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be 
brought  before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end 
that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered;  and  if,  on 
such  hearing  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same 
to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surren-. 
der  of  such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall 
be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  re- 
ceives the  fugitive. 

Art.  n.  The  stipulations  of  this  convention  shall  be  applied  to  any  other 
State  of  the  Germanic  Confederation,  which  may  hereafter  declare  its  acces- 
sion thereto. 

Art.  ni.  None  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up 
its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Art.  IY.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enumerated 
in  this  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories  of  the 
State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found,  such  person  shall 
not  be  delivered  up  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention  until  he  shall 
have  been  tried,  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due  to  such  new 
crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Art.  Y.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  1st  of 
January,  1858,  and  if  neither  party  shall  have  given  to  the  other  six  months' 
previous  notice  of  its  intention  then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall  further 
remain  in  force  until  the  end  of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the  high  con- 
tracting parties  shall  have  given  notice  to  the  other  of  such  intention ;  each  of 
the  high  contracting  parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right  of  giving  such  notice 
to  the  other,  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  first  day  of  January, 
1858. 

Art.  YI.  The  present  convention  shall  be.  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  by 
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the  G-overnment  of  Prussia,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Wash- 
ington within  six  months  from  the  date  liereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  we,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this 
convention,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  our  seals. 

Done  in  triplicate  at  Washington,  the  sixteenth  day  of  June,  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  fifty-two,  and  the  seventy-sixth  year  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States. 

DANX  WEBSTER,    [i..  s.] 

PR.  V.  GEROLT.        (i^  a.] 


Additional  Abticlb,  Kovembbr  16,  1852. — Whereas  it  may  not  be 
practicable  for  the  ratifications  of  the  convention  for  the  mutual  delivery 
of  criminals,  fugitives  from  justice,  in  certain  cases,  between  the  United 
States  and  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the  Germanic  Confederation,  signed 
at  Washington  on  the  16th  day  of  June,  1852,  to  be  exchanged  within  th? 
time  stipulated  in  said  convention ;  and  whereas  both  parties  are  desirous 
that  it  should  be  carried  into  full  and  complete  effect :  The  President  of 
the  United  States  of  America  has  fully  empowered  on  his  part  BdwarU 
Everett,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  and  His  Majesty  the  King 
of  Prussia,  in  his  own  name,  as  well  as  in  the  name  of  the  other  Qermaa 
Sovereigns  enumerated  in  the  aforesaid  convention,  has  likewise  folly  em- 
powered Frederick  Charles  Joseph  von  Gerolt,  his  said  Hajesty^s  Minister 
Resident  near  the  Government  of  the  United  States ;  who  have  agreed  to 
and  signed  the  following  article : 

The  ratifications  of  the  convention  for  the  mutual  delivery  of  criminals. 
fugitives  from  justice,  in  certain  cases,  concluded  on  the  16th  of  June,  1852, 
shall  be  exchanged  at  Washington  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  this 
agreement,  or  sooner  should  it  be  possible. 

The  present  additional  article  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if 
it  had  been  inserted,  word  for  word,  in  the  aforesaid  convention  of  Josw 
16,  1852,  and  shall  be  approved  and  ratified  in  the  manner  therein  pre^ 
scribed. 

In  faith  whereof,  we,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries,  have  si^ed  thi5 
agreement,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  our  seals. 

Done  at  Washington  this  sixteenth  day  of  November,  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  fifty-two,  and  in  the  seventy-seventh  year  of  the  Independence 

of  the  United  States. 

EDWARD  EVERETT,  [u  a.] 

PR  V.  GEROLT.  [u  a.] 


VI.  Brembn,  Seftsmber  6,  1853. 

Whereas  a  convention  for  the  mutual  delivery  of  criminals,  fugitive 
from  justice,  in  certain  cases,  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the  Ger- 
manic Confederation,  on  the  one  part,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other  part,  was  concluded  at  Washington,  on  the  16th  of 
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June,  1853,  by  the  Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  was 
subsequently  duly  ratified  on  the  part  of  the  contracting  governments ; 
and  whereas,  pursuant  to  the  second  article  of  the  said  convention,  the 
United  States  have  agreed  that  the  stipulations  of  the  said  convention  shall 
be  applied  to  any  other  State  of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  might 
subsequently  declare  its  accession  thereto :  Therefore  the  Senate  of  the 
free  Hanseatic  city  of  Bremen  accordingly  hereby  declares  t'leir  accession 
to  the  said  convention  of  Juno  16,  1852,  which  is  literally  as  follows: 

[A  copy  of  the  convention  of  June  16, 1852,  between  the  United  States 
and  Prussia  and  other  Gkrmanic  States,  is  here  inserted.] 

And  hereby  expressly  promises  that  all  and  every  one  of  the  articles  and 
provisions  contained  in  the  said  convention  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and 
executed  within  the  dominion  of  the  free  Hanseatic  city  of  Bremen. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  President  of  the  Senate  has  executed  the  present 
declaration  of  accession,  and  has  caused  the  great  seal  of  Bremen  to  be 
affixed  to  the  same. 

Done  at  Bremen  the  sixth  day  of  September,  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty- 
three. 

The  President  of  the  Senate, 

SMIDT. 
[SBAL.]  BREULS,  Beer. 


yn.  Bavaria,  Sm>tembbb  12,  1858. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Bavaria, 
actuated  by  an  equal  desire  to  further  the  administration  of  justice,  and  to 
prevent  the  commission  of  crimes  in  their  respective  countries,  taking  into 
consideration  that  the  increased  means  of  communication  between  Europe 
and  America  facilitate  the  escape  of  offenders,  and  that,  consequently,  pro- 
vision ought  to  be  made  in  order  that  the  ends  of  justice  shall  not  be  de- 
feated, have  determined  to  conclude  an  arrangement  destined  to  regulate 
the  course  to  be  observed  in  all  cases  with  reference  to  the  extradition  of 
such  individuals  as,  having  committed  any  of  the  offenses  hereafter  enu- 
merated, in  one  country,  shall  have  taken  refuge  within  the  territories  of 
the  other.  The  constitution  and  laws  of  Bavaria,  however,  not  allowing 
the  Bavarian  (Government  io  surrender  their  own  subjects  for  trial  before  a 
foreign  court  of  justice,  a  strict  reciprocity  requires  that  the  Qovemment 
of  the  United  States  shall  be  held  equally  free  from  any  obligation  to  sur- 
render citizens  of  the  United  States.  For  which  purposes  the  high  con- 
tracting powers  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries : 

The  President  of  the  United  States^  James  Buchanan,  Envoy  Extraordi- 
nary and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  the  court  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland ;  His  Majesty  the  King  of 
Bavaria,  Augustus  Baron  De  Cetto,  his  said  Majesty^s  Chamberlain,  Envoy 
Extraordinary  and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  at  the  court  of  Her  Majesty 
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the  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Koigbt 
Commander  of  the  Order  for  Merit  of  the  Bavarian  Grown,  and  of  the 
Order  for  Merit  of  St.  Michael,  Knight  Qrand  Cross  of  the  Royal  6reci«n 
Order  of  our  Saviour: 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  full  powers, 
found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  to  the  following  articles : 

Article  L  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Bavarian 
Government  promise  and  engage,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them  or 
their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities,  respectively  made,  to  deliver  up-  to 
justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  o^  arson,  or  robbery,  or  foi^ry, 
or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of 
counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of 
public  moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,  Bh&ll 
seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found  vdthin  the  territories  of  the  other:  Prv- 
vided^  That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as, 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged 
shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial, 
if  the  crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed:  and  the  respectiTe 
judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments  shall  have  power, 
jurisdiction  and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issae  a 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  be 
may  be  brought  before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectivelj,  to 
the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered; 
and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify 
the  same  to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issae  for 
the  surrender  of  such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  tnU 
delivery  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  reqaia- 
tion  and  receives  the  fugitive. 

Abt.  II.  The  stipulations  of  this  convention  shall  be  applied  to  any  other 
State  of  the  German  Confederation  which  may  hereafter  declare  its  acces- 
sion thereto. 

Abt.  III.  None  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up 
its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  conventioa. 

Abt.  IV.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  aiy  of  the  crimes  enumerated 
in  this  convention  sliall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories  of 
the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found,  such  person 
shall  not  be  delivered  up  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention  until 
he  shall  have  been  tried  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due  to 
Buch  new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Abt.  V.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  firs*  of 
January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight;  and  if  neither  partj 
shall  have  given  to  the  other  six  months'  previous  notice  of  its  intention 
then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall  further  remain  in  force  until  the  end 
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of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  shall  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  of  such  intention ;  each  of  tlie  higii  contracting 
parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right  of  giving  such  notice  to  the  otiier  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  fifty-eight. 

Aht  .  VI.  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  by 
the  Government  of  Bavaria,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  in 
London  within  fifteen  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  con- 
vention, and  have  hereunto  afiixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate,  in  London,  the  twelfth  day  of  September,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty-three,  and  the  seventy-eighth  year  of  the  Independ- 
ence of  the  United  States. 

JAMES  BUCHANAN.        [l.  b.] 
AUG.  DE  CETTO.  [l.  s.] 


Vin.   WxmTTBMBBRa,    OCTOBBR  18,  1858. 

[On  the  13th  of  October,  1853,  the  Government  of  His  Majesty,  the  King 
of  Wurttcmbcrg,  formally  declared  its  accession  to  the  convention  of  the 
16th  of  June,  1852,  between  the  United  States  and  Prussia  and  other  States 
of  the  Germanic  Confederation,  for  the  mutual  delivery  of  criminals,  fugi- 
tives from  justice,  in  certain  cases.     See  that  convention.] 


IX.    MBCKLBNBaRO-SCHWSRIN,  NOVBMBBR,  26,  1853. 

Whereas,  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  in 
Bpecial  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the 
Germanic  Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other,  under  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by  the 
Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has  been  ratified  by  the 
contracting  Governments;  and  whereas,  m  the  second  article  of  the  same, 
the  United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that  the 
stipulations  of  tlie  aforesidd  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  every  other  State  of 
the  Germanic  Confederation  w^hich  shah  have  subsequently  declared  its 
accession  to  the  treaty:  Now,  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the 
Government  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg- 
Schwcriu  hereby  declares,  through  tlie  undersigned  Grand  Ducal  Minister 
of  foreign  affairs,  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16,  1852, 
which  is  word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  original  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German  and  English, 
of  the  treaty  of  June  16,  1852,  and  of  the  additional  article  thereto  of 
November  16,  1852.] 
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And  hereby  expressly  gives  assnrance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Mecklenburg-Scbwerin. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  Foreign  Afifdra,  in 
the  name  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg-Schwerin, 
has  executed  this  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  ministerial  seal 
to  b6  thereunto  affixed. 

Done  at  Schwerin,  November  36,  1853. 
[SEAL.]  GR.  V.  BULOW, 

Orand  Ducal  Minuter  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  MtclcUnburg-Sela 


X.   MEGKLBNBXTRO-STRBIilTZ,  DECEMBER  2,  1853. 

Whereas  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals^  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the  Ger- 
manic Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other,  under  date  of  June  16,  1853.  at  Washington,  by  the 
Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  haabeen  ratified  by  the  con- 
tracting Governments  ;  and  whereas,  in  the  second  article  of  the  same,  the 
United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that  the 
stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  every  other  State 
of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shall  have  subsequently  declared  its 
accession  to  the  treaty :  Now,  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the  Got- 
ernment  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg-Streiitz 
hereby  declares  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16, 1852,  which 
is,  word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  original  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German,  of  the  trestj 
of  June  16,  1852.] 

And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Mecklenburg-Strelitz. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  undersigned  Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  State, 
in  the  name  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg- 
Strelitz,  has  executed  this  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  seal  of 
the  Grand  Ducal  Ministry  of  State  to  be  thereunto  affixed. 
Done  at  Neustrelitz,  the  2d  day  of  December,  1853. 
[seal.]  p.  v.  KANDORFP, 

Grand  Ducal  Minieter  cf  J&aie. 
DRISCHOW. 


XI.  Oldenbubo,  Dbcbmbeb  80,  1853. 

Whereas  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminaU,  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the  Ger- 
manic Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
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America  on  the  other,  tinder  the  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by 
the  Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has  been  ratified  by  the 
contracting  Governments;  and  whereas,  in  the  second  article  of  the  same, 
the  United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that 
the  stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicaole  to  every  other 
State  of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shall  have  subsequently  declared 
its  accession  to  the  treaty :  Now,  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the 
Government  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Oldenburg  hereby 
declares  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16,  1862,  which  is, 
word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  ori^nal  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German,  of  the  treaty 
of  June  16,  1852,  and  of  the  additional  article  thereto  of  November  16, 
1852.] 

And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Oldenburg. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  State  of  Oldenburg, 
in  the  name  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Oldenburg,  has  exe- 
cuted the  present  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  Ministerial  seal 
to  be  affixed  thereto. 

Done  at  Oldenburg,  December  80,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty- 
three. 

[L,  s,]  VON  ROSSING, 

Grand  Ihtcal  Minister  of  State  of  Oldenburg, 


Xn.    SCHAUUBXTRO-LlPPE,    JUKE  7,   1854. 

Whereas,  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the 
Germanic  Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other,  under  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by  the 
Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has  been  nitified  by  the 
contracting  Governments;  and,  whereas,  in  the  second  article  of  the  same, 
the  United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that  the 
stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  any  ether  State  of 
the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shall  have  subsequently  declared  its 
accession  to  the  treaty :  Now  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  His  Serene  Highness  the  Reigning  Prince  of  Scliaumburg- 
Lippe,  hereby  declares  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16, 1853, 
which  is  word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  original  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German  and  English, 
of  the  treaty  of' June  16,  1852,  and  of  the  additional  article  thereto  of 
November  16,  1852.] 

And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Principality  of  Schaumburg-Lippe. 
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In  testimony  whereof,  the  Government  of  the  Prince,  in  the  name  of  His 
Serene  Highness  the  Reigning  Prince  of  Schaumburg-Lippe,  has  executed 
the  present  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  seal  of  the  Government 
to  be  thereunto  affixed. 

Done  at  Buckeburg,  the  seventh  day  of  June,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  fiftv-four. 

The  Government  of  the  Prince  of  Schaumburg-Lippe. 

[bkal.  ]  V.  SAUER. 

WERNER 


Xm.   HAI70VBB,  Januabt  18,  1855. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Hanover, 
actuated  by  an  equal  desire  to  further  the  administration  of  justice,  and 
to  prevent  the  commission  of  crime  in  their  respective  countries,  taking 
into  consideration  that  the  increased  means  of  communication  between 
Europe  and  America  facilitate  the  escape  of  offenders,  and  that  conse- 
quently provision  ought  to  be  made  in  order  that  the  ends  of  justice  shall 
not  be  defeated,  have  determined  to  conclude  an  arrangement  destined  to 
regulate  the  course  to  be  observed  in  all  cases  with  reference  to  the  extra- 
dition of  such  individuals  as,  having  committed  any  of  the  offenses  here- 
after enumerated  in  one  country,  shall  have  taken  refuge  within  the  terri- 
tories of  the  other.  The  Constitution  and  Laws  of  Hanover,  however,  not 
allowing  the  Hanoverian  Government  to  surrender  their  own  subjects  for 
trial  before  a  foreign  court  of  justice,  a  strict  reciprocity  requires  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  shall  be  held  equally  free  from  any  obli- 
gation to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States.  For  which  purposes  the 
high  contracting  powers  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries: 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  James  Buchanan,  Envoy  Extraor- 
dinary and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  the  Court  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland;  His  Majesty  the  King 
of  Hanover,  the  Count  Adolphus  von  Kielmansegge,  His  Envoy  Extraor- 
dinary and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  to  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  Grand  CroM 
of  the  Order  of  the  Guelphs,  etc.,  etc.  : 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  full  powen, 
found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  to  the  following  articles: 

Article  I.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Hanoverian 
Government  promise  and  engage,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or 
their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities,  respectively  made,  to  deliver  up  to 
justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  vrith  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgcrr. 
or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of 
counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of 
public  moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party  shall 
seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  JPfo- 
9ided,  That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as^ 
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according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged 
sliall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial, 
if  the  crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed;  and  the  respective 
judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power, 
jurisdiction  and  autliority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he 
may  be  brought  before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to 
the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered ;  and 
if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify 
the  same  to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for 
the  surrender  of  such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and 
delivery  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisi- 
tion and  receives  the  fugitive. 

Abt.  U.  The  stipulations  of  this  convention  shall  be  applied  to  any 
other  State  of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  may  hereafter  declare  its 
accession  thereto. 

Art.  in.'  None  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver 
up  its  own  subjects  or  citizens  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Art.  IV.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enumer- 
ated in  this  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories 
of  the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found,  such  per- 
son shall  not  be  delivered  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention, 
until  he  shall  have  been  tried  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due 
to  such  new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Art.  v.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  first  of 
January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight ;  and  if  neither  party 
shall  have  g^ven  to  the  other  six  months^  previous  notice  of  its  intention 
tiien  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall  further  remain  in  force  until  the  end 
of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  shall  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  of  such  intention ;  each  of  the  high  contracting 
parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right  of  giving  such  notice  to  the  other  at 
any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  first  day  of  January,  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight. 

Art.  VI.  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and 
by  the  Government  of  Hanover,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged 
in  London  within  three  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  con- 
vention, and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate  in  London,  the  eighteenth  day  of  January,  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  fifty-five,  and  the  seventy-ninth  year  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States. 

JAMES  BUCHANAN.      |l.  b.] 
A.  EIELMANSEGGE.       [l.  s  ] 
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XrV.  Two  Sicilies,  October  1, 1855. 

Article  XXI.  It  is  agreed  that  every  person  who,  being  charged  with 
or  condemned  for  any  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following  article, 
committed  within  the  States  of  one  of  the  high  contracting  parties,  shall 
seek  asylum  in  the  States  or  on  board  the  vessels  of  war  of  the  other  party, 
shall  be  arrested  and  consigned  to  justice  on  demand  made,  through  the 
proper  diplomatic  channel,  by  the  government  within  whose  territory  the 
offense  shall  have  been  committed.  This  surrender  and  delivery  shall  not, 
however,  be  obligatory  on  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  until  the 
other  shall  have  presented  a  copy  of  the  judicial  declaration  or  sentence 
establishing  the  culpability  of  the  fugitive,  in  case  such  sentence  or  decla- 
ration shall  have  been  pronounced.  But  if  such  sentence  or  declaration 
shall  not  have  been  pronounced,  then  the  surrender  may  be  demanded,  and 
shall  be  made,  when  the  demanding  Government  shall  hare  furnished  such 
proof  as  would  have  been  sufficient  to  justify  the  apprehension  and  com- 
mitment for  trial,  of  the  accused,  if  the  offense  had  been  committed  in  the 
country  where  he  shall  have  taken  refuge. 

Art.  XXII.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  according  to  ine  provisions 
of  this  treaty,  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following  crimes,  to- 
wit: 

Murder  (including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and  poisoning) ; 
attempt  to  commit  murder;  rape;  piracy;  arson;  the  making  and  uttering 
of  false  money,  forgery,  including  forgery  of  evidences  of  public  debt, 
bank  bills  and  bills  of  exchange;  robbery  with  violence,  intimidation  or 
forcible  entry  of  an  inhabited  house ;  embezzlement  by  public  officers,  in- 
cluding appropriation  of  public  funds;  when  these  crimes  are  subj<K:t,  by 
the  code  of  the  Kingdom  of  the  Two  Sicilies,  to  the  punishment  cUGa  re~ 
duHone,  or  other  severe  punishment,  and  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
to  infamous  punishment. 

Art.  XXIII.  On  the  part  of  each  country,  the  surrender  of  fugitives 
from  justice  shall  be  made  only  by  the  authority  of  the  Executive  thereof. 
And  all  expenses  whatever  of  detention  and  delivery,  effected  in  virtue  of 
the  preceding  articles,  shall  be  at  the  cost  of  the  party  making  the  demand. 

Art.  XXIV,  The  citizens  and  subjects  of  each  of  the  high  contract- 
ing parties  shall  remain  exempt  from  the  stipulations  of  the  preceding  arti- 
cles, so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals;  nor  shall 
they  apply  to  offenses  committed  before  the  date  of  the  present  treaty,  nor 
to  offenses  of  a  political  character,  unless  the  political  offender  shall  also 
have  been  guilty  of  some  one  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  Article  XXII. 

Art.  XXV.  The  present  treaty  shall  take  effect  from  the  day  in  whidi 
ratifications  shall  be  exchanged,  and  shall  remain  in  force  for  the  term  of 
ten  years,  and  further  until  the  end  of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the 
high  contracting  parties  shall  have  given  notice  to  the  other  of  its  intention 
to  terminate  the  same ;  each  of  the  said  contracting  parties  reserving  to 
itself  the  right  to  give  such  notice  at  the  end  of  said  term  of  ten  years,  or 
at  any  subsequent  time. 
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Art.  XXVL  The  present  treaty  shall  be  approved  and  ratified  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  tliereof,  and  by  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  King- 
dom of  the  Two  Sicilies ;  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Naples 
within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  its  signature,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  fore- 
going articles  in  the  English  and  Italian  languages,  and  have  hereunto 
affixed  the  seals  of  their  arms. 

Done  in  duplicate,  at  the  city  of  Naples,  the  first  day  of  October,  m  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-five. 

ROBERT  DALE  OWEN.  [l.  b.] 

LUIGI  CARAFA.  [l.  b.] 

PRINCIPE  DI  COMITINI.  [l.  b.] 

GUISEPPE  MARIO  ARPINO.  [l.  b.] 


XV.  AuBTBiA,  July  8,  1856. 

Whereas  it  is  found  expedient  for  the  better  administration  of  justice  and 
the  prevention  of  crime  within  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  of  the  par- 
ties, respectively,  that  persons  committing  certain  heinous  crimes,  being 
fugitives  from  justice,  should^  under  certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally 
delivered  up,  and  also  to  enumerate  such  crimes  explicitly ;  and  whereas 
the  laws  of  Austria  forbid  the  surrender  of  its  own  citizens  to  a  foreign 
jurisdiction,  the  Qovemment  of  the  United  States,  with  a  view  of  making 
the  convention  strictly  reciprocal,  shall  be  held  equally  free  from  any  obli- 
gation to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States :  Therefore,  on  the  one 
part,  the  United  States  of  America,  and  on  the  other  part.  His  Majesty  the 
Emperor  of  Austria,  having  resolved  to  treat  on  this  subject,  have  for  that 
purpose  appointed  their  respective  Plenipotentiaries,  to  negotiate  and  con- 
clude a  convention,  that  is  to  say  : 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  William  L.  Marcy,  Secretary  of  State 
and  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  John  George  Chevalier  de  Hul- 
seuiann,  His  said  Majesty's  Minister  Resident  near  the  Government  of  the 
United  States ; 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  powers,  have 
agreed  to  and  signed  the  following  articles : 

Article  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Austria  shall  upon 
mutual  requisitions  by  them  or  their  ministers,  ofiicers  or  authorities,  re- 
spectively made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or 
arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counter- 
feit money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of  public 
moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,  shall  seek  an  asy- 
lum, or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  otiier  :  Praeided,  That 
this  8hall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as  according  to 
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the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  sliall  be 
found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and 
other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction, 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered;  and  if,  on  soch 
hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the 
proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of 
such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be 
borno  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receives 
the  fugitive.  The  provisions  of  the  present  convention  shall  not  be  i^iplied. 
in  any  manner,  to  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  first  article  committed  an- 
terior to  the  date  thereof;  nor  to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  political  char- 
acter. 

Art.  II.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver 
up  its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Art.  m.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enumer- 
ated in  this  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories 
of  the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found,  such  person 
shall  not  be  delivered  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention,  until 
he  shall  have  been  tried  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due  to  such 
new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Art.  IY.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  first 
of  January,  1858;  and  if  neither  party  shall  have  given  to  the  other  six 
months*  previous  notice  bf  its  intention  then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall 
further  remain  in  force  until  the  end  of  twelve  months  after  either  of  tlie 
high  contracting  parties  shall  have  given  notice  to  the  other  of  such 
intention ;  each  of  the  high  contracting  parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right 
of  giving  such  notice  id  the  other  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the 
said  first  day  of  January,  1858. 

Art.  V.  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  by 
His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged 
at  Washington  within  six  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  poeii- 
ble. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  con- 
vention, and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate  at  Washington,  the  third  day  of  July,  in  the  year  d 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  and  of  the  Independ- 
ence of  the  United  States  the  eightieth. 

[L.  8.]  ^  W.  L.  MARCY. 

[L.  B.]  HULSEMANK. 
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XYI.  Baden,  Jakuart  80,  1857. 

Whereas  it  is  found  expedient,  for  the  better  administration  of  justice 
and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties,  respectively,  that  persons  committing  certain  heinous  crimes,  being 
fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally 
delivered  up ;  and  also  to  enumerate  such  crimes  explicitly ;  and  whereas  the 
laws  and  constitution  of  Baden  do  not  allow  its  Government  to  surrender 
its  own  citizens  to  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  with  a  view  of  making  the  convention  strictly  reciprocal,  shall  I>e  held 
equally  free  from  any  obligation  to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States: 
Therefore,  on  the  one  part  the  United  States  of  America,  and  on  the  other 
part  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Baden,  having  resolved  to 
treat  on  this  subject,  have,  for  that  purpose,  appointed  their  respective 
Plenipotentiaries  to  negotiate  and  conclude  a  convention,  that  is  to  say : 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Peter  D.  Vroom,  Envoy 
Extraordinary  and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  the 
Court  of  the  Kingdom  of  Prussia ;  and  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke 
of  Baden,  Adolph,  Baron  Marschall  de  Bieberstein,  His  said  Royal  High- 
ness' Envoy  Extraordinaiy  and  Minister  Plenipotentiary,  at  the  Court  of 
His  Majesty  the  King  of  Prussia,  etc.,  etc.; 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  powers,  have 
agreed  to  and  signed  the  following  articles : 

Article  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Baden  shall,  upon 
mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or  their  ministers,  officers,  or  authorities,  re- 
spectively made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy^ 
or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counter- 
feit money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of  public 
moneys,  conmiitted  within  the  juriadiction  of  either  party,  shall  seek  an 
asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided^ 
That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall 
be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and 
other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered  ;  and  if,  on  such  hear- 
ing, the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper 
executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of  such 
fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be  borne 
and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receives  the  fugi- 
tive.    Nothing  in  this  article  contained  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to 

crimes  of  a  political  character. 
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the  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Knight 
Commander  of  the  Order  for  Merit  of  the  Bavarian  Crown,  and  of  the 
Order  for  Merit  of  St.  Michael,  Knight  Grand  Cross  of  the  Royal  Grecian 
Order  of  our  Saviour : 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  full  powers, 
found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  to  the  following  articles : 

Articlb  L  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Bavarian 
Government  promise  and  engage,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them  or 
their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities,  respectively  made,  to  deliver  up*  to 
justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery, 
or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of 
counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of 
public  moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,   aball 
seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Pr^ 
videdf  That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as, 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged 
shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial, 
if  the   crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed:  and  the  respective 
judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  governments  shall  have  power, 
jurisdiction  and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  isaoe  a 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he 
may  be  brought  before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to 
the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered; 
and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify 
the  same  to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for 
the  surrender  of  such  fugitive.    The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and 
delivery  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisi- 
tion and  receives  the  fugitive. 

Abt.  II.  The  stipulations  of  this  convention  shall  be  applied  to  any  other 
State  of  the  German  Confederation  which  may  hereafter  declare  its  acces- 
sion thereto. 

Abt.  m.  None  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  np 
its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Abt.  IV.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  aay  of  the  crimes  enumerated 
in  this  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories  of 
the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found,  such  person 
shall  not  be  delivered  up  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention  until 
he  shall  have  been  tried  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due  to 
such  new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Abt.  Y.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  first  of 
January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight;  and  if  neither  party 
shall  have  given  to  the  other  six  months^  previous  notice  of  its  intentioa 
then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall  further  remain  in  force  nntil  the  ead 
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of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  shall  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  of  such  intention ;  each  of  the  high  contracting 
parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right  of  giving  such  notice  to  the  other  at  any 
time  after  the  ezpiratioo  of  the  said  first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  fifty-eight. 

Akt  .  VI.  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  by 
the  Government  of  Bavaria,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  in 
London  within  fifteen  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  con- 
vention, and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate,  in  London,  the  twelfth  day  of  September,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty-three,  and  the  seventy-eighth  year  of  the  Independ- 
ence of  the  United  States. 

JAMES  BUCHANAN.        [l.  s.] 
AUG.  DE  CETTO.  [l.  s.] 


VIIL   WxmTTBMBBRO,    OCTOBBR  18,  1858. 

[On  the  13th  of  October,  1858,  the  Government  of  His  Majesty,  the  King 
of  Wurttcmbcrg,  formally  declared  its  accession  to  the  convention  of  the 
16th  of  June,  1852,  between  the  United  States  and  Prussia  and  other  States 
of  the  Germanic  Confederation,  for  the  mutual  delivery  of  criminals,  fugi- 
tives from  justice,  in  certain  cases.     See  that  convention.] 


IX.   MBCKLBKBaRO-SCHWBRIK,  NOVBMBBR,  26,  1858. 

Whereas,  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the 
Germanic  Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other,  under  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by  the 
plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has  been  ratified  by  the 
contracting  Governments;  and  whereas,  m  the  second  article  of  the  same, 
the  United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that  the 
stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  every  other  State  of 
the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shah  have  subsequently  declared  its 
accession  to  the  treaty:  Now,  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the 
Government  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg- 
Schweriu  hereby  declares,  through  the  undersigned  Grand  Ducal  Minister 
of  foreign  affairs,  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16,  1852, 
which  is  word  for  word,  as  follows: 

[The  original  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German  and  English, 
of  the  treaty  of  June  16,  1852,  and  of  the  additional  article  thereto  of 
November  16,  1852.] 
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And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Mecklenburg-Schwerin. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  Foreign  A&drs,  in 
the  name  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg-Schwerio, 
has  executed  this  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  ministerial  seal 
to  be  thereunto  affixed. 

Done  at  Schwerin,  November  26,  1853. 
[SEAL.]  GR.  V.  BULOW, 

Grand  Dueal  Minuter  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  MeeJdenburg-SAi 


X.   MEGKLENBURO-STRBIilTZ,  DECEMBER  2,   1858. 

Whereas  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the  Ger- 
manic Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other,  under  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by  the 
Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has. been  ratified  by  the  con- 
tracting Governments  ;  and  whereas,  in  the  second  article  of  the  same,  the 
United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that  the 
stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  every  other  State 
of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shall  have  subsequently  declared  its 
accession  to  the  treaty :  Now,  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg -Strelitz 
hereby  declares  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16, 1852,  which 
is,  word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  original  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German,  of  the  treaty 
of  June  16,  1852.] 

And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faitii fully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Mecklenburg-Strelitz. 

lu  testimony  whereof,  the  undersigned  Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  State, 
in  the  name  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Mecklenburg- 
Strelitz,  has  executed  this  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  seal  of 
the  Grand  Ducal  Ministry  of  State  to  be  thereunto  affixed. 

Done  at  Neustrelitz,  the  2d  day  of  December,  1853. 

[seal.]  p.  v.  KANDORPP, 

Grand  Ducal  MinitUr  cf  SiaU. 
DRISCHOW. 


XI.  Oldenbubo,  December  80,  1853. 

Whereas  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  crindnals,  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the  Ger- 
manic Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
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America  on  the  other,  tinder  the  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by 
the  Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has  been  ratified  by  the 
contracting  Governments;  and  whereas,  in  the  second  article  of  the  same, 
the  United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that 
the  stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicaole  to  every  other 
State  of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shall  have  subsequently  declared 
its  accession  to  the  treaty :  Now,  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the 
Government  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Oldenburg  hereby 
declares  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16,  1852,  which  is, 
word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  ori^nal  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German,  of  the  treaty 
of  June  16,  1852,  and  of  the  additional  article  thereto  of  November  16, 
1852.] 

And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Oldenburg. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  State  of  Oldenburg, 
in  the  name  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke  of  Oldenburg,  has  exe- 
cuted the  present  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  Ministerial  seal 
to  be  affixed  thereto. 

Done  at  Oldenburg,  December  80,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty- 
three. 

[L.  8.]  VON  ROSSING, 

Grand  Ducal  Minister  of  State  of  Oldenburg. 


Xn.    SCHAUMBURO-LlPPB,    JUNB  7,    1854. 

Whereas,  a  treaty  for  the  reciprocal  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals,  in 
special  cases,  was  concluded  between  Prussia  and  other  States  of  the 
Germanic  Confederation  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  United  States  of  North 
America  on  the  other,  under  date  of  June  16,  1852,  at  Washington,  by  the 
Plenipotentiaries  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  has  been  ratified  by  the 
contracting  Governments;  and,  whereas,  in  the  second  article  of  the  same, 
tiie  United  States  of  North  America  have  declared  that  they  agree  that  the 
stipulations  of  the  aforesaid  treaty  shall  be  applicable  to  any  ether  State  of 
the  Germanic  Confederation  which  shall  have  subsequently  declared  its 
accession  to  the  treaty :  Now  therefore,  in  accordance  therewith,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  His  Serene  Highness  the  Reigning  Prince  of  Schaumburg- 
Lippe,  hereby  declares  its  accession  to  the  aforesaid  treaty  of  June  16, 1852, 
which  is  word  for  word,  as  follows : 

[The  original  declaration  here  includes  a  copy,  in  German  and  English, 
of  the  treaty  of 'June  16,  1852,  and  of  the  additional  article  thereto  of 
November  16,  1852.] 

And  hereby  expressly  gives  assurance  that  each  and  every  article  and 
stipulation  of  this  treaty  shall  be  faithfully  observed  and  enforced  within 
the  territory  of  the  Principality  of  Schaumburg-Lippe. 
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In  testimony  whereof,  the  Government  of  the  Prince,  in  the  name  of  His 
Serene  Highness  the  Reigning  Prince  of  Sc^aumburg-Lippe,  has  executed 
the  present  declaration  of  accession,  and  caused  the  seal  of  the  (Government 
to  be  thereunto  affixed. 

Done  at  Buckeburg,  the  seventh  day  of  June,  one  thousand  e%ht  hun- 
dred and  fiftv-four. 

The  Government  of  the  Prince  of  Schaumburg-Lippe. 

[SBAL.]  V.  SAUER. 

WERNER 

Xni.   Hajtovbr,  Jauuabt  18,  1855. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Hanover, 
actuated  by  an  equal  desire  to  further  the  administration  of  justice,  and 
to  prevent  the  commission  of  crime  in  their  respective  countries,  taking 
into  consideration  that  the  increased  means  of  communication  between 
Europe  and  America  facilitate  the  escape  of  offenders,  and  that  conse- 
quently provision  ought  to  be  made  in  order  that  the  ends  of  justice  shall 
not  be  defeated,  have  determined  to  conclude  an  arrangement  destined  to 
regulate  the  course  to  be  observed  in  all  cases  with  reference  to  the  eztrt- 
dition  of  such  individuals  as,  having  committed  any  of  the  offenses  here- 
after enumerated  in  one  country,  shall  have  taken  refuge  within  the  terri- 
tories of  the  other.  The  Constitution  and  Laws  of  Hanover,  however,  not 
allowing  the  Hanoverian  Government  to  surrender  their  own  subjects  for 
trial  before  a  foreign  court  of  justice,  a  strict  reciprocity  requires  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  shall  be  held  equally  free  from  any  obli- 
gation to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States.  For  which  purposes  the 
high  contracting  powers  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries: 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  James  Buchanan,  Envoy  Extraor- 
dinary and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  the  Court  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland;  His  Majesty  the  King 
of  Hanover,  the  Count  Adolphus  von  E^ielmansegge,  His  Envoy  Extraor- 
dinary and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  to  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  Grand  Cross 
of  the  Order  of  the  Guelphs,  etc.,  etc. : 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  full  powers, 
found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  to  the  following  articles : 

Articlb  I.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Hanoverian 
Government  promise  and  engage,  upon  mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or 
their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities,  respectively  made,  to  deliver  up  to 
justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery, 
or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of 
counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of 
public  moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party  shall 
seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Pro- 
vided, That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as, 
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according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged 
sliall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial, 
if  the  crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed;  and  the  respective 
judges  and  other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power, 
jurisdiction  and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he 
may  be  brought  before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to 
the  end  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered ;  and 
if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify 
the  same  to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for 
the  surrender  of  such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and 
delivery  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisi- 
tion and  receives  the  fugitive. 

Art.  II.  The  stipulations  of  this  convention  shall  be  applied  to  any 
other  State  of  the  Germanic  Confederation  which  may  hereafter  declare  its 
accession  thereto. 

Art.  in.'  None  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver 
up  its  own  subjects  or  citizens  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Art.  IV.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enumer- 
ated in  this  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories 
of  the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found,  such  per- 
son shall  not  be  delivered  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention, 
until  he  shall  have  been  tried  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due 
to  such  new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Art.  v.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  first  of 
January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight;  and  if  neither  party 
shall  have  given  to  the  other  six  months*  previous  notice  of  its  intention 
then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall  further  remain  in  force  until  the  end 
of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  shall  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  of  such  intention ;  each  of  the  high  contracting 
parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right  of  giving  such  notice  to  the  other  at 
any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  first  day  of  January,  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight. 

Art.  YL  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and 
by  the  Government  of  Hanover,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged 
in  London  within  three  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  ctm- 
vention,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate  in  London,  the  eighteenth  day  of  January,  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  fifty-five,  and  the  seventy-ninth  year  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States. 

JAMES  BUCHANAN.      |  l.  a.  ] 
A.  KIELMANSEGGE.      [l.  s  1 
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XrV.  Two  Sicilies,  October  1, 1855. 

Article  XXT.  It  is  agreed  that  every  person  who,  being  charged  with 
or  condemned  for  any  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following  article, 
committed  within  the  States  of  one  of  the  high  contracting  parties,  shall 
seek  asylum  in  the  States  or  on  board  the  vessels  of  war  of  the  other  party, 
shall  be  arrested  and  consigned  to  justice  on  demand  made,  through  the 
proper  diplomatic  channel,  by  the  government  within  whose  territory  the 
offense  shall  have  been  committed.  This  surrender  and  delivery  shall  not, 
however,  be  obligatory  on  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  until  the 
other  shall  have  presented  a  copy  of  the  judicial  declaration  or  sentence 
establishing  the  culpability  of  the  fugitive,  in  case  such  sentence  or  decla- 
ration shall  have  been  pronounced.  But  if  such  sentence  or  declaration 
shall  not  have  been  pronounced,  then  the  surrender  may  be  demanded,  and 
shall  be  made,  when  the  demanding  Government  shall  have  furnished  such 
proof  as  would  have  been  sufficient  to  justify  the  apprehension  and  com- 
mitment for  trial,  of  the  accused,  if  the  offense  had  been  committed  in  the 
country  where  he  shall  have  taken  refuge. 

Art.  XXIL  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  according  to  tne  provisions 
of  this  treaty,  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following  crimes,  to- 
wit: 

Murder  (including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and  poisoning); 
attempt  to  commit  murder ;  rape ;  piracy ;  arson ;  the  making  and  uttering 
of  false  money,  forgery,  including  forgery  of  evidences  of  public  debt, 
bank  bills  and  bills  of  exchange;  robbery  with  violence,  intimidation  or 
forcible  entry  of  an  inhabited  house;  embezzlement  by  public  officers,  in- 
cluding appropriation  of  public  funds;  when  these  crimes  are  subject,  by 
the  code  of  the  Kingdom  of  the  Two  Sicilies,  to  the  punishment  deUa  re- 
clusione,  or  other  severe  punishment,  and  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
to  infamous  punishment. 

Art.  XXIII.  On  the  part  of  each  country,  the  surrender  of  fugitives 
from  justice  shall  be  made  only  by  the  authority  of  the  Executive  theretil 
And  all  expenses  whatever  of  detention  and  delivery,  effected  in  virtue  of 
the  preceding  articles,  shall  be  at  the  cost  of  the  party  making  the  demand. 

Art.  XXIV.  The  citizens  and  subjects  of  each  of  the  high  contrsct- 
ing  parties  shall  remain  exempt  from  the  stipulations  of  the  preceding  arti- 
cles, so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals ;  nor  shall 
they  apply  to  offenses  committed  before  the  date  of  the  present  treaty,  nor 
to  offenses  of  a  political  character,  unless  the  political  offender  ahall  also 
have  been  guilty  of  some  one  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  Article  XXII. 

Art.  XXV.  The  present  treaty  shall  take  effect  from  the  day  in  which 
ratifications  shall  be  exchanged,  and  shall  remain  in  force  for  the  term  of 
ten  years,  and  further  until  the  end  of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the 
high  contracting  parties  shall  have  given  notice  to  the  other  of  its  intention 
to  terminate  the  same;  each  of  the  said  contracting  parties  reserving  to 
itself  the  right  to  give  such  notice  at  the  end  of  said  term  of  ten  years,  or 
at  any  subsequent  time. 
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Abt.  XXVL  The  present  treaty  shall  be  approved  and  ratified  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  thereof,  and  by  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  King- 
dom of  the  Two  Sicilies ;  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Naples 
within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  its  signature,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  fore- 
going articles  in  the  English  and  Italian  languages,  and  have  hereunto 
affixed  the  seals  of  their  arms. 

Done  in  duplicate,  at  the  city  of  Naples,  the  first  day  of  October,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-five. 

ROBERT  DALE  OWEN.  [l.  b.] 

LUIGI  CARAFA.  [i*.  s.] 

PRINCIPE  DI  COMITINI.  [l.  s.] 

GUISEPPE  MARIO  ARPINO.  [l.  b.] 


XV.  AusTBiA,  July  3,  1856. 

Whereas  it  is  found  expedient  for  the  better  administration  of  justice  and 
the  prevention  of  crime  within  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  of  the  par- 
ties, respectively,  that  persons  committing  certain  heinous  crimes,  being 
fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally 
delivered  up,  and  also  to  enumerate  such  crimes  explicitly ;  and  whereas 
the  laws  of  Austria  forbid  the  surrender  of  its  own  citizens  to  a  foreign 
jurisdiction,  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  with  a  view  of  making 
the  convention  strictly  reciprocal,  shall  be  held  equally  free  from  any  obli- 
gation to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States:  Therefore,  on  the  one 
part,  the  United  States  of  America,  and  on  the  other  part,  His  Majesty  the 
Emperor  of  Austria,  having  resolved  to  treat  on  this  subject,  have  for  that 
purpose  appointed  their  respective  Plenipotentiaries,  to  negotiate  and  con- 
clude a  convention,  that  is  to  say  : 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  William  L.  Marcy,  Secretary  of  State 
and  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  John  George  Chevalier  de  Hul- 
semann,  His  said  Majesty^s  Minister  Resident  near  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  ; 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  powers,  have 
agreed  to  and  signed  the  following  articles : 

Article  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Austria  shall  upon 
mutual  requisitions  by  them  or  their  ministers,  officers  or  authorities,  re- 
spectively made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy,  or 
arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counter- 
feit money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of  public 
moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,  shall  seek  an  asy- 
lum, or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other  :  Provided^  That 
this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as  according  to 
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the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be 
found)  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  conmdtment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and 
other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power,  joiisdiction, 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brou^t 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered;  and  if,  ou  such 
hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the 
proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of 
such  fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be 
borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receives 
the  fugitive.  The  provisions  of  the  present  convention  shall  not  be  applied, 
in  any  manner,  to  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  first  article  committed  an- 
terior to  the  date  thereof;  nor  to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  political  char- 
acter. 

Art.  IL  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver 
up  its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Art.  ni.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enumer- 
ated in  this  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories 
of  the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found,  such  person 
shall  not  be  delivered  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention,  until 
he  shall  have  been  tried  and  shall  Jiave  received  the  punishment  due  to  such 
new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Art.  IY.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  first 
of  January,  1858 ;  and  if  neither  party  shall  have  given  to  the  other  six 
montlis^  previous  notice  Of  its  intention  then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall 
further  remain  in  force  until  the  end  of  twelve  months  after  either  of  tlie 
high  contracting  parties  shall  have  given  notice  to  the  other  of  such 
intention ;  each  of  tlie  high  contracting  parties  reserving  to  itself  the  right 
of  giving  such  notice  to  the  other  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the 
said  first  day  of  January,  1858. 

Art.  V.  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  by 
His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria^  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged 
at  Washington  within  six  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  pooBi- 
ble. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  oon> 
vention,  and  have  hereunto  afiixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate  at  Washington,  the  third  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  and  of  the  Independ- 
ence of  the  United  States  the  eightieth. 

[L.  8.]  ^W.  L.  MARCY. 

[L.  8.]  HULSKMANN. 
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XYI.  Badbn,  Jaktjart  80»  1857. 

Whereas  it  is  found  expedient,  for  the  better  administration  of  justice 
and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties,  respectively,  that  persons  committing  certain  heinous  crimes,  being 
fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally 
delivered  up ;  and  also  to  enumerate  such  crimes  explicitly ;  and  whereas  the 
laws  and  constitution  of  Baden  do  not  allow  its  Government  to  surrender 
its  own  citizens  to  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  the  Qovemment  of  the  United 
States,  with  a  view  of  making  the  convention  strictly  reciprocal,  shall  l>e  held 
equally  free  from  any  obligation  to  surrender  citizens  of  the  United  States: 
Therefore,  on  the  one  part  the  United  States  of  America,  and  on  the  other 
part  His  Royal  Highness  the  Qrand  Duke  of  Baden,  having  resolved  to 
treat  on  this  subject,  have,  for  that  purpose,  appointed  their  respective 
Plenipotentiaries  to  negotiate  and  conclude  a  convention,  that  is  to  say: 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Peter  D.  Vroom,  Envoy 
Extraordinary  and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  at  the 
Court  of  the  Kingdom  of  Prussia;  and  His  Royal  Highness  the  Grand  Duke 
of  Baden,  Adolph,  Baron  Marschall  de  Bieberstein,  His  said  Royal  High- 
ness^ Envoy  Extraordinary  and  Minister  Plenipotentiary,  at  the  Court  of 
His  Majesty  the  King  of  Prussia,  etc.,  etc.; 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  powers,  have 
agreed  to  and  signed  the  following  articles: 

Arttclb  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  United  States  and  Baden  shall,  upon 
mutual  requisitions  by  them,  or  their  ministers,  officers,  or  authorities,  re- 
spectively made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder,  or  assault  with  intent  to  commit  murder,  or  piracy, 
or  arson,  or  robbery,  or  forgery,  or  the  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counter- 
feit money,  whether  coin  or  paper  money,  or  the  embezzlement  of  ptiblic 
moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,  shall  seek  an 
asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided^ 
That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall 
be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed ;  and  the  respective  judges  and 
other  magistrates  of  the  two  Governments  shall  have  power,  jurisdiction 
and  authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought 
before  such  judges  or  other  magistrates,  respectively,  to  the  end  that  the 
evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered ;  and  if,  on  such  hear- 
ing, the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper 
executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of  such 
fugitive.  The  expense  of  such  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be  borne 
and  defrayed  by  the  party  who  makes  the  requisition  and  receives  the  fugi- 
tive. Nothing  in  this  article  contained  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to 
crimes  of  a  political  character. 
76 
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Art.  n.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  delirer  up 
its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Abt.  in.  Whenever  any  person  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enu- 
merated in  thb  convention  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  terri- 
tories of  the  State  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found,  soch 
person  shall  not  be  delivered  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention, 
until  he  shall  have  been  tried,  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due 
to  such  new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 

Art.  IV.  The  present  convention  shall  continue  in  force  until  the  ftrat 
of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty  (1860) ;  and  if  neither 
party  shall  have  given  to  the  other  six  months'  previous  notice  of  its  inten- 
tion then  to  terminate  the  same,  it  shall  further  remain  in  f oroe  until  the 
end  of  twelve  months  after  either  of  the  high  contracting  parties  shall  have 
given  notice  to  the  other  of  such  intention ;  each  of  the  high  oontncting 
parties  reserring  to  itself  the  right  of  giving  such  notice  to  the  other  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  sixty  (1860). 

Art.  v.  The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President^  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States^  and 
by  the  Government  of  Baden ;  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  in 
Berlin  within  one  year  from  the  date  hereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  con- 
vention, and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate,  at  Berlin,  the  thirtieth  day  of  Januaiy,  one  thoosand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty-seven  (1857),  and  the  eighty-first  year  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States. 
[L.  s.]  P.  D.  VROOM. 

[L.  B.]  ADOLPH  BAR.  MARSCHALL  Db  BIEBERSTEIN. 


XYIL  SwxDBH  A2n>  NoRWAT,  March  21,  1860. 

Whereas  it  is  found  expedient,  for  the  better  administration  of  justice 
and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  the  territories  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  respectively,  that  persons  committing  certain  crimes,  being  fugitives 
from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally  delivered 
up,  and  also  to  enumerate  such  crimes  explicitly:  The  United  States  of 
America  on  the  one  part,  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Sweden  and  Norway 
on  the  other  pari,  having  resolved  to  treat  on  this  subject,  have  for  that 
purpose  appointed  their  respective  Plenipotentiaries  to  negotiate  and  con- 
clude a  convention,  that  is  to  say : 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Lewis  Cass,  Secretary  of 
State  of  the  United  States;  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Sweden  and  Kor- 
way,  Baron  Nicholas  William  de  Wetterstedt,  Knight  of  the  Orders  of  the 
Polar  Star  and  of  St  OIafi[,  Commander  of  the  Order  of  Dannebrog  of  Den- 
mark, His  said  Majesty's  31inister  Resident  near  the  Oovemment  of  tibe 
United  States: 
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Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  respective  powers,  have 
agreed  to  and  signed  the  following  articles : 

Artiolb  J.  It  is  agreed  that  the  high  contracting  parties  shall,  upon 
mutual  requisitions  by  them,  their  Diplomatic  or  Consular  Agents,  respect- 
ively made,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who,  being  charged  with  or 
condemned  for  any  of  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following  article,  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  either  party,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall 
be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided,  That  this  surrender 
and  delivery  shall  not  be  obligatory  on  either  of  the  high  contracting  par- 
ties except  upon  presentation  by  the  other,  in  original  or  in  verified  copy, 
of  the  judicial  declaration  or  sentence  establishing  the  culpability  of  the 
fugitive,  and  issued  by  the  proper  authority  of  the  Qovemment  who  claims 
tiie  surrender,  in  case  such  sentence  or  declaration  shall  have  been  pro- 
nounced ;  said  document  to  be  drawn  up  and  certified  according  to  the 
forms  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  the  country  making  the  demand.  But  if 
such  sentence  or  declaration  shall  not  have  been  pronounced,  then  the  sur- 
render may  be  demanded,  and  shall  be  made,  when  the  demanding  party 
shall  have  furnished  such  proof  of  culpability  as  would  have  been  sufficient 
to  justify  the  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  of  the  accused  if 
the  offense  had  been  committed  in  the  country  where  he  shall  have  taken 
refuge. 

Art.  n.  Persons  shall  be  so  delivered  up  who  shall  have  been  charged 
with  or  sentenced  for  any  of  the  following  crimes:  Murder  (includ- 
ing assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and  poisoning),  or  attempt  to  com- 
mit murder,  rape,  piracy  (including  mutiny  on  board  a  ship,  whenever  the 
crew  or  part  thereof,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commander,  have 
taken  possession  of  the  vessel) ;  arson,  robbery  and  burglary,  forgery,  and 
the  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper 
money;  embezzlement  by  public  officers,  including  appropriation  of  public 
funds. 

Art.  in.  The  expenses  of  any  detention  and  delivery,  effected  in  virtue 
of  the  preceding  provisions,  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  party  who 
makes  the  requisition  and  receives  the  fugitive. 

Art.  ly.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up, 
under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention,  any  person  who,  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  country  where  he  shall  be  found,  is  a  citizen  or  a  subject  of  the 
same  at  the  time  his  surrender  is  demanded. 

Art.  v.  The  provisions  of  the  present  convention  shall  not  be  applied 
to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  political  character. 

Art.  YI.  Whenever  any  person,  accused  of  any  of  the  crimes  enumer- 
ated in  this  convention,  shall  have  committed  a  new  crime  in  the  territories 
of  the  State  where  he  sought  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found,  such  person 
shall  not  be  delivered  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention,  until 
he  shall  have  been  tried,  and  shall  have  received  the  punishment  due  to 
such  new  crime,  or  shall  have  been  acquitted  thereof. 
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Art.  Vn.  This  convention  shall  not  take  eJSeot  nntil  ten  days  after  its 
publication,  made  according  to  the  laws  of  the  respective  Qoveinmenta. 

It  shall  remain  in  force  until  the  end  of  six  months  after  either  of  the 
high  conti-acting  parties  shall  have  given  notice  to  the  other  of  iu  intea- 
tion  to  terminate  the  same. 

It  shall  be  ratified  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  thereof,  and  by  His  Majesty  the  King 
of  Sweden  and  Norway,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  within 
ten  months  from  the  date  of  its  signature,  or  earlier  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  this  can- 
vention,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate,  at  Washington,  the  twenty-first  day  of  March,  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty,  and  the  eighty-fourth  year  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States. 

LEW.  CASS.  [SBJUL.} 

N.  W.  I>a  WETTERSTEDT.        [sBuM*] 


XVni.  Yenkzubla,  AneusT  37,  1860. 

Article  XXVII.  The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of 
Venezuela,  on  requisitions  made  in  their  name  through  the  medimn  of 
their  respective  Diplomatic  and  Consular  Agents,  shall  deliver  up  to  justioe 
persons  who,  being  charged  with  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following 
article,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  requiring  l>arty,  shall 
seek  asylum,  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  ProcidM, 
That  this  shall  be  done  only  when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime 
shall  be  so  established  as  to  justify  their  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  committed  in  the  country  where  the  persons  so 
accused  shall  be  found ;  in  all  of  which  the  tribunals  of  said  country  shall 
proceed  and  decide  according  to  their  own  laws. 

Art.  XXYIII.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up,  according  to  the  provisio&d 
of  this  convention,  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following  crimes, 
to- wit :  Murder  (including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and  poison- 
ing) ;  attempt  to  commit  murder,  rape,  forgery,  the  counterfeiting  of  money. 
arson,  robbery  with  violence,  intimidation  or  forcible  entry  of  an  inhabited 
house,  piracy,  embezzlement  by  public  officers,  or  by  persons  hired  or 
salaried,  to  the  detriment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  sabject 
to  infamous  punishment 

Art.  XXIX.  On  the  part  of  each  country  the  surrender  shall  be  made 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  executive  thereof.  The  expense  of  detentioa 
and  delivery,  effected  in  virtue  of  the  preceding  articles,  shall  be  at  the 
cost  of  the  party  making  the  demand. 

Art.  XXX.  The  provisions  of  the  aforegoing  articles  relating  to  tlie  msr- 
render  of  fugitive  criminals  shall  not  apply  to  offenses  committed,  before 
the  date  hereof,  nor  to  those  of  a  political  character. 
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Art.  XXXl.  This  convention  id  concluded  for  the  term  of  eight  years, 
dating  from  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications ;  and  if  one  year  before  the 
expiration  of  that  period  neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  have 
announced,  by  an  official  notification,  its  intention  to  the  other  to  arrest  the 
operations  of  said  convention,  it  shall  continue  binding  for  twelve  months 
longer,  and  so  on,  from  year  to  year,  until  the  expiration  of  the  twelve 
months  which  will  follow  a  nmilar  declaration,  whatever  the  time  at  which 
it  may  take  place. 

Abt.  XXXII.  This  convention  shall  be  submitted  on  both  sides  to  the 
approval  and  ratification  of  the  respective  competent  authorities  of  each 
of  the  contracting  parties,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Caracas 
as  soon  as  circumstances  shall  admit. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  afore> 
going  articles,  in  the  English  and  Spanish  languages,  and  they  have  here- 
unto affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate,  at  the  city  of  Caracas,  this  twenty-  seventh  day  of 
August  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  himdred  and  sixty. 

E.A.  TURPIK.  {l.  8.] 

PEDRO  DE  LAS  CASAS.        [u  s.] 


XIX.  Mexico,  DbcehbEb  11,  1861. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexican  States,  having 
judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice  and 
to  the  prevention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories  and  jurisdic- 
tions, that  persons  charged  with  the  crimes  hereinafter  enumerated,  and 
being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  re- 
ciprocally delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  treaty  for  this  purpose, 
and  have  named  as  their  respective  Plenipotentiaries,  that  is  to  say : 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America  has  appointed  Thomas 
Corwin,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  their  Envoy  Extraordinary 
and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  near  the  Mexican  Government ;  and  the  Pres- 
ident of  the  United  Mexican  States  has  appointed  Sebastian  Lerdo  de  Te- 
jada,  a  citizen  of  the  said  States,  and  a  Deputy  of  the  Congress  of  the 
Union: 

Who,  aft^  having  communicated  to  each  other  their  respective  full 
powers,  found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  concluded  the 
following  articles : 

Akticlb  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  contracting  parties  shall,  on  requisi" 
tions  made  in  their  name,  through  the  medium  of  tlieir  respective  diplo- 
matic agents,  deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who  being  accused  of  tlie  crimes 
enumerated  in  article  third  of  the  present  treaty,  committed  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  requiring  party,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided,  That  this  shall  be  done  only 
when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  so  established  as  that 
the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  the  fugitive  or  the  person  accused  shall  be 
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found,  'would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trud,  if] 
the  crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Art.  n.  In  the  case  of  crimes  committed  in  the  frontier  States  or  Ter- 
ritories of  the  two  contracting  parties,  requisitions  may  be  made  througl 
their  respective  diplomatic  agents,  or  through  the  chief  ciyll  authority  oJ 
said  States  or  Territories,  or  through  such  chief  civil  or  judicial  authority 
of  the  districts  or  counties  bordering  on  the  frontier  as  may  for  this  pur- 
pose be  duly  authorized  by  the  said  chief  civil  authority  of  the  said  frontier 
States  or  Territories,  or  when,  from  any  cause,  the  civil  authority  of  such 
State  or  Territory  shall  be  suspended,  through  the  chief  military  officer  in 
command  of  such  State  or  Territory. 

Abt.  III.  Persons  shall  be  so  delivered  up  who  shall  be  charged,  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  this  treaty,  with  any  of  the  following  ciimies, 
whether  as  principals,  accessories  or  accomplices,  to-wit :  Murder  (includ- 
ing assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and  poisoning) ;  assault  with  intent 
to  commit  murder;  mutilation;  piracy;  arson;  rape;  kidnapping,  defining 
the  same  to  be  the  taking  and  carrying  away  of  a  free  person  by  force  or  de- 
ception ;  forgery,  including  the  forging  or  making,  or  knowingly  passing  or 
putting  in  circulation  counterfeit  coin  or  bank  notes,  or  other  paper  current 
as  money,  with  intent  to  defraud  any  person  or  persons;  the  introduction 
or  making  of  instruments  for  the  fabrication  of  counterfeit  coin  or  bank 
notes,  or  other  paper  current  as  money;  embezzlement  of  public  moneys; 
robbery,  defining  the  same  to  be  the  felonious  and  forcible  taking  from  the 
person  of  another  of  goods  or  money,  to  any  value,  by  violence  or  putting 
him  in  fear;  burglary,  defining  the  same  to  be  breaking  and  entering  into 
the  house  of  another  with  intent  to  commit  felony ;  and  the  crime  of  lar. 
ceny  of  cattle  or  other  goods  and  chattels,  of  the  value  of  twenty-five  dot- 
lars  or  more,  when  the  same  is  committed  within  the  frontier  States  or  Ter- 
ritories  of  the  contracting  parties. 

Abt.  IY.  On  the  part  of  each  country  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from 
justice  shall  be  made  only  by  the  authority  of  the  Executive  thereof,  except 
in  the  case  of  crimes  committed  within  the  limits  of  the  frontier  Stales  or 
Territories,  in  which  latter  case  the  surrender  may  be  made  by  the  chief 
civil  authority  thereof,  or  such  chief  civil  or  judicial  authority  of  the  dis- 
tricts or  counties  bordering  on  the  frontier  as  may  for  this  purpose  be  dnij 
authorized  by  the  said  chief  civil  authority  of  the  said  frontier  States  or  Ter- 
ritories, or  if,  from  any  cause,  the  civil  authority  of  such  State  or  Territory 
shaU  be  suspended,  then  such  surrender  may  b^  made  by  the  chief  military 
officer  in  command  of  such  State  or  Territory. 

Akt.  v.  All  the  expenses  whatever  of  detention  and  delivery,  effected  in 
virtue  of  the  preceding  provisions,  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the  Ck>v- 
ernment  or  authority  of  the  frontier  State  or  Territory  in  whose  name  the 
requisition  shall  have  been  made. 

Abt.  VI.  The  provisions  of  the  present  treaty  shall  not  be  applied  in 
any  maimer  to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  purely  political  character,  nop  shaQ 
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it  embrace  the  retam  of  fufptive  slaveSy  nor  the  delivery  of  criminals  who 
when  the  offense  was  committed,  shall  have  been  held  in  the  place  ^where 
the  offense  was  committed  in  the  condition  of  slaves,  the  same  being  expressly 
forbidden  by  the  Constitution  of  Mexico ;  nor  shall  the  provisions  of  the  pres- 
ent treaty  be  applied  in  any  manner  to  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  third 
article  committed  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications 
hereof.  /iTeither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up  its 
own  citizens  under^the^stipulations  of  this  treaty y^ 

Abt.  YU.  This  treaty  shall  continue  in  force  until  it  shall  be  abro- 
gated by  the  contracting  parties,  or  one  of  them;  but  it  shall  not  be  abro- 
gated except  by  mutual  consent,  unless  the  party  desiring  to  abrogate  it 
shall  give  twelve  months*  previous  notice. 

Abt.  YIU.  The  present  treaty  shall  be  ratified  in  conformity  with  the 
Constitutions  of  the  two  countries,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged 
at  the  city  of  Mexico  within  six  months  from  the  date  hereof,  or  earlier  if 
possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  we,  the  Plenipotentiaries  of  the  United  States  of 
America  and  of  the  United  Mexican  States,  have  signed  and  sealed  these 
presents. 

Done  in  the  city  of  Mexico,  on  the  eleventh  day  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-one,  the  eighty- 
sixth  of  the  Independence  of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  the  forty- 
first  of  that  of  the  United  Mexican  States. 

[l.  s.]        THOS.  CORWIN. 

[L.  8.]        S£B*N  LERDO  DB  TEJADA. 


XX.  Hatti,  Koysmbkb  8,  1864. 

Abticlb  XXXYin.  It  is  agreed  that  the  high  contracting  parties  shall, 
on  requisitions  made  in  their  name,  through  the  medium  of  their  respective 
diplomatic  agents,  deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who,  being  charged  with 
the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following  article,  committed  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  requiring  iMurty,  shall  seek  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Promdedy  That  this  shall  be  done  only 
when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  so  established  as  to 
justify  their  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  crime  bad  been 
committed  in  the  country  where  the  persons  so  accused  shall  be  found ;  in 
all  of  which  the  tribunals  of  said  country  shall  proceed  and  decide  accord- 
ing to  their  own  laws. 

Abt.  XXXIX.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  treaty,  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following 
crimes,  to- wit:  Murder  (including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide,  and 
poisoning);  attempt  to  commit  murder,  piracy,  rape,  forgery,  the  counter- 
feiting of  money,  the  utterance  of  forged  paper,  arson,  robbeiy,  and  em- 
bezzlement by  public  officers,  or  by  persons  hired  or  salaried^  to  the  detri- 
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ment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to  infamous  pus- 
ishment. 

Art.  XL.  The  surrender  shall  be  made,  on  the  part  of  each  country, 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  Executiye  thereof.  The  expenses  of  tlie  de- 
tention and  delivery,  effected  in  virtue  of  the  preceding  articleB|  shall  be 
at  the  cost  of  the  party  making  the  demand. 

Abt,  XLL  The  proTisions  of  the  foregoing  articles  relating  to  the  ex- 
tradition of  fugitive  criminals  shall  not  apply  to  offenses  committed  before 
the  date  hereof,  nor  to  those  of  a  political  character,  l^either  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citicens  under  the  pie- 
visions  of  this  treaty. 

Art.  XLII.  The  present  treaty  shall  remain  in  force  for  the  term  of 
eight  years,  dating  from  the  exchange  of  ratifications,  and  if,  one  year  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  that  period,  neither  of  the  contracting  partis  shtll 
have  ^ven  notice  to  the  other  of  its  intention  to  terounate  the  same,  it 
shall  continue  in  force,  from  year  to  year,  until  one  year  after  an  official  no- 
tification to  terminate  the  same,  as  aforesaid. 

Art.  XTJn.  The  present  treaty  shall  be  submitted  on  both  sides  to 
the  approval  and  ratification  of  the  respective  competent  authorities  of  each 
of  the  contracting  parties,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Wash- 
ington within  six  months  from  the  date  h^^eof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiuies  have  signed  the  fon- 
going  articles,  in  the  English  and  French  languages,  and  they  have  heie- 
unto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done,  in  duplicate,  at  the  city  of  Port  au  Prince,  this  third  day  of  No- 
vember, in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty- 
four. 

[u  «.]  B.  F.  WHIDDEN. 

[l.  s.]  BOTER  BAZELAIS. 


XXL  DoKiNiOAN  Rkfublic,  Fkbrvabt  8,  1867. 

Artxolb  XXYIL  The  United  States  of  America  and  the 
Bepublic,  <m  requisitions  made  in  their  name  through  the  medium  of  their 
respective  Diplomatic  and  Consular  Agents,  shall  deliver  op  to  justice  per 
sons  who,  being  charged  with  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  following  arti- 
cle, committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  requiring  party,  shall  seek 
asylum,  or  shall  be  found  witliin  the  territories  of  the  other:  I¥omdei^ 
That  this  shall  be  done  only  when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime 
shall  be  so  established  as  to  justify  their  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  committed  in  the  country  where  the  persons  to 
accused  shall  be  found;  in  all  of  which  the  tribunals  of  said  country  shall 
proceed  and  decide  according  to  their  own  laws^ 

Art.  XXYIIL  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  according  to  theprovin 
of  this  convention,  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following 
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to-wit :  Murder  (including  assaaeination,  parricide,  infanticide  and  poison- 
ing), attempt  to  commit  murder,  rape,  forgery,  the  counterfeiting  of  money, 
arson,  robbery  with  violence,  intimidation  or  fm^ble  entry  of  an  inhabited 
house,  piracy,  embezzlement  by  public  officerB,  or  by  persons  hired  or  sala- 
ried to  the  detriment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to 
infamous  punishment. 

Art.  XXIX.  On  the  part  of  each  country  the  soirender  shall  be  made 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  executive  thereof.  The  expe(hses  of  detention 
and  delivery,  effected  in  virtue  of  the  preceding  articles,  shall  be  at  the 
costof  the  party  making  the  demand. 

Art.  XXX.  The  provisions  of  the  aforegoing  articles  relating  to  the 
Buitender  of  fugitive  criminals  shall  not  i^ply  to  ofEenses  committed  before 
the  date  hereof,  nor  to  those  of  a  political  character. 

Art.  XXXI.  This  convention  is  concluded  for  the  term  of  eight  years, 
dating  from  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications,  and  if  one  year  before  the 
expiration  of  that  period,  neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  have  an- 
nounced, by  an  official  notification,  its  intention  to  the  other  to  arrest  the 
operation  of  said  convention,  it  shall  continue  binding  for  twelve 
months  longer,  and  so  on,  from  year  to  year,  until  the  expiration  of  twelve 
months  which  will  follow  a  similar  declaration,  whatever  the  time  at  which 
it  may  take  place. 

Art.  XXXn.  This  convention  shall  be  submitted  on  both  sides  to  the 
approval  and  ratification  of  the  respective  competent  authorities  of  each  of 
the  contracting  parties,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Santo 
Domingo  as  soon  as  circumstances  shall  admit. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  afore- 
going articles  in  the  English  and  Spanish  languages,  and  they  have  hereunto 
affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate  at  the  city  of  Santo  Domingo,  this  eighth  day  of 
February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty- 
seven. 

II.  8.]  JNO.  80MERS  SMITH 

[L.  B.]  JOSE  G.  GARCIA. 

[L.  8.]  JUAN  R.  FIALLO. 


XXn.  Italy,  March  28,  186S. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Italy,  hav- 
ing judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice, 
and  to  the  prevention  of  crimes  within  their  respective  territories  and  juris- 
diction, that  persons  convicted  of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  hereinafter 
specified,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  convention 
for  that  purpose  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries : 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  William  H.  Seward,  Secretary  of 
State,  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Italy,  the  Commander  Marcello  Oerruti, 
Envoy  Extraordinary  vrM  Minister  Plenipotentiary  : 
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Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  full  powers,  found  in  good 
and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following  articles,  to  wit: 

Akticlb  I.  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  the  (Government 
of  Italy,  mutuaUy  agree  to  deliver  up  persons  who,  having  been  convicted 
of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  specified  in  the  following  ardcle,  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  shall  seek  mn 
asylum  or  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Prandad,  that  this 
shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found, 
would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Abt.  II.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  who  shall  have  been  convicted  of, 
or  be  charged,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  convention,  with  any  of 
the  following  crimes: 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  designated  in  the  Italian  penal 
code  by  the  terms  of  parricide,  assassination,  poisoning  and  infanticide. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 

8.  The  crimes  of  rape,  arson,  piracy  and  mutiny  on  board  a  ship,  when- 
ever the  crew  or  part  thereof,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commander, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  vessel. 

4.  The  crime  of  burglary,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  breaking  and 
entering  by  night  into  the  house  of  another  with  the  intent  to  commit 
felony;  and  the  crime  of  robbery,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  feloniously 
and  forcibly  taking  from  the  person  of  another  goods  or  money,  by  violence 
or  putting  him  in  fear. 

6.  The  crime  of  forgery,  by  which  is  understood  the  utterance  of 
foiged  papers,  the  counterfeiting  of  public  sovereign  or  government 
acts. 

6.  The  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counterfeit  money,  either  com  or 
paper,  of  public  bonds,  bank  notes  and  obligations,  and  in  general,  of  any 
title  and  instrument  of  credit  whatsoever,  the  counterfeiting  of  seals^ 
dies,  stamps  and  marks  of  State  and  public  administrations,  and  the  utter- 
ance thereof. 

7.  The  embezzlement  of  public  moneys  committed  within  the  juiiadic- 
tion  of  either  party,  by  public  officers  or  depositors. 

8.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired  or  salaried  to  the 
detriment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to  infamous 
punishment. 

Abt.  m.  The  provisions  of  this  treaty  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime  or 
offense  of  a  political  character,  and  the  person  or  persons  delivered  up  for  the 
crimes  enumerated  in  the  preceding  article  shall,  in  no  case,  be  tried  for 
any  ordinary  crime,  committed  previously  to  that  for  which  his  or  their  sur- 
render is  asked. 

Abt.  ly.  If  the  person  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed,  pursuant  to  Uie 
stipulations  of  the  present  treaty,  shall  have  bee«i  arrested  for  the  com- 
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missioii  of  offenses  in  the  countiy  where  he  has  nought  an  asylum,  or  shall 
have  been  convicted  thereof,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  he  shall 
have  been  acquitted,  or  have  served  the  term  of  imprisonment  to  which  he 
may  have  been  sentenced. 

Abt.  Y.  Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall  be 
made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties,  or  in 
the  event  of  the  absence  of  these  from  the  country  or  its  seat  of  Qovem- 
ment,  they  may  be  made  by  superior  consular  officers.  If  the  person  whose 
extradition  may  be  asked  for  shall  have  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  a  copy 
of  the  sentence  of  the  court  in  which  he  may  have  been  convicted,  authen- 
ticated under  its  seal  and  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of  the 
judge  by  the  proper  executive  authority,  and  of  the  latter  by  the  Minister  or 
Consul  of  the  United  States  or  of  Italy,  respectively,  shall  accompany  the 
requisition.  When,  however,  the  fugitive  shall  have  been  merely  charged 
with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  warrant  for  his  arrest  in  the 
country  where  the  crime  may  have  been  committed,  or  of  the  depositions 
upon  which  such  warrant  may  have  been  issued,  must  accompany  the  re- 
quisition as  aforesaid.  The  President  of  the  United  States  or  the  proper 
Executive  authority  in  Italy  may  then  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension 
of  the  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may  be  brought  before  the  proper  judicial 
authority  for  examination.  If  it  should  then  be  decided  that,  according 
to  law  and  the  evidence,  the  extradition  is  due  pursuant  to  the  treaty, 
the  fugitive  may  be  given  up  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  in  such 
cases. 

Abt.  YI.  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention  and  transportation  of 
the  persons  claimed  shall  be  paid  by  the  Government  in  whose  name  the 
requisition  shall  have  been  made. 

Abt.  Yn.  This  convention  shall  continue  in  force  during  five  (5)  years 
from  the  day  of  exchange  of  ratifications ;  but  if  neither  party  shall  have 
given  to  the  other  six  (6)  months'  previous  notice  of  its  intention  to  ter- 
minate the  same,  the  convention  shall  remain  in  force  five  years  longer, 
and  so  on. 

The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified,  and  the  ratifications  exchanged 
at  Washington  within  six  (6)  months,  and  sooner  if  possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  convention  in  duplicate,  and  have  thereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  Washington  the  twenty-third  day  of  March,  A.  D.  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-eight,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the  United 
States  the  ninety>second. 

[seal.]  WILLIAM  H.  SEWARD. 

[sxAL.]  M.  CERRUTI. 


Additiokal  Abticlb,  JAiniABT  21,  1869. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  concluding  paragraph  of  the  second  article  of  the 
convention  aforesaid  shall  be  so  amended  as  to  read  as  follows: 
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8.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired  or  salaried,  to  the  detri- 
ment of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to  infamous  pun- 
ishment according  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States^  and  criminal  punish- 
ment according  to  laws  of  Italy. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  article  in  duplicate,  and  have  affixed  thereto  the  seal  of  their  arms. 

Done  at  Washington  the  2l8t  day  of  January^  1869. 

[8»AL,]  WILLIAM  H.  SEWARD. 

[SEAL.]  M.  CERRUTL 


XXTFT.   Rbpublio  of  SAiiVADOR,  Mat  23,  1870, 

The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Salvador,  having 
judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice, 
and  to  the  prevention  of  crimes  witiiin  their  respective  territories  and  juris- 
diction, that  persons  convicted  of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  hereinafter 
specified,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  drcnm- 
stances,  be  reciprocally  delivered  up^  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  conven- 
tion for  that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries:  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  Alfred  T.  A.  Torbet,  Minister  Resident  to 
Salvador;  the  President  of  the  Republic  of  Salvador,  Senor  Doctor  Don 
Gregorio  Arbizti,  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs,  who,  after  reciprocal  com- 
munication of  their  full  powers,  found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed 
upon  the  following  articles,  to- wit: 

Akticlv  I .  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Government 
of  Salvador  mutually  agree  to  deliver  up  persons  who,  having  been  con- 
victed of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  specified  in  the  following  article  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  shall  seek 
an  asylum  or  bo  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided^  That 
this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be 
found,  would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if 
the  crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Abt.  n.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  who  shall  have  been  convicted 
of,  or  be  charged,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  convention,  with  any 
of  the  following  crimes : 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  designated  in  the  penal  codes  of 
the  contracting  parties  by  the  terms  homicide,  parricide,  assassination,  pois- 
oning and  infanticide. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 

3.  The  crimes  of  rape,  arson,  piracy,  and  mutiny  on  board  a  ship,  when- 
ever the  crew,  or  part  thereof,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commander, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  vessel. 

4.  The  crime  of  burglary,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  breaking  and  enter- 
ing by  night  into  the  house  of  another,  with  the  intent  to  conmiit  felony ; 
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and  the  crime  of  robbery,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  leloniotuly  and  forci- 
bly taking  from  the  person  of  another  gooda  or  money  by  violence,  or 
putting  him  in  fear. 

5.  The  crime  of  forgery,  by  which  is  understood  the  utterance  of  forged 
papers,  the  counterfeiting  of  public,  sovereign  or  government  9Ct&, 

Q.  The  fabrication  or  circulation  ol  counterfeit  money,  either  coin  or 
paper,  of  public  bonda,  bank-note%  and  obligations,  and  in  general,  of  all 
things  being  titles  or  instruments  of  credit,  tbe  counterfeiting  of  seals,  dies, 
stamps,  and  marks  ol  State  and  public  administration,  and  the  utterance 
thereof. 

7.  The  embezzlement  of  pubUe  moneys,  committed  within,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  either  party,  hj  public  oifficers  or  depositors, 

8.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons,  hired  or  salaried,  to  the  detri- 
ment of  their  employers,  when  these  eorimes  are  subject  to  infomous  punish- 
ment. 

Abt.  IIL  The  provisions  of  this  treaty  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime  or 
offense  of  a  political  character;  and  the  person  or  persons  .delivered  up  for 
the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  preceding  article  shfdl  in  no  case  be  tried  for 
any  ordinary  crime  committed  previously  to  that  tor  which  hia  or  their  sur- 
render is  asked. 

Abt.  IV.  If  the  person  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed,  pursuant  to 
the  stipulations  of  the  present  treaty,  shall  h&ve  been  arrested  for  the  com- 
mission of  offenses  in  the  country  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall 
have  been  convicted  therefor,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  he  shall 
have  been  acquitted  or  have  served  the  term  of  imprisonment  to  which  he 
may  have  been  sentenced. 

Art.  Y.  In  no  case  and  for  no  motive  shall  the  high  contracting  par- 
ties be  obliged  to  deliver  up  their  own  subjects.  If,  in  conformity  with 
the  laws  in  force  in  the  State  to  which  the  aceusod  belongs,  he  ought  to  be 
submitted  to  criminal  procedure  for  crimes  committed  in  the  other  State, 
the  latter  must  communicate  the  information  and  documents,  send  the  im- 
plements or  tools  which  were  employed  to  perpetrate  the  crime,  and  procure 
every  other  explanation  or  evidence  necessary  to  prosecute  the  case^w 

Art.  VL  Requisitions  for  the  snirender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall 
be  made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  ^ents  of  the  contracting  parties,  or, 
in  the  event  of  the  absence  of  these  from  the  country,  or  its  seat  ol  govern- 
ment, they  may  be  made  by  superior  consular  officers.  If  the  person  whose 
extradition  may  be  asked  for  shall  have  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  a  copy 
of  the  sentence  of  the  court  in  which  he  may  have  been  convicted,  authen- 
ticated under  its  seal,  and  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of  the 
judge  by  the  proper  executive  authority,  and  of  the  latter  by  the  Minister 
or  Consul  of  the  United  States,  or  of  Salvador,  respectively,  shaU  accom- 
pany the  requisition.  When,  however,  the  fugitive  shall  have  been  merely 
charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  warrant  for  his  arrest 
in  the  country  where  the  crime  mi^  have  been  committed,  or  the  deposi- 
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tions  upon  which  such  warrant  may  hare  been  issued,  must  accompany  the 
requisition  aforesaid.  The  President  of  the  United  States  or  the  President 
of  Salvador  may  then  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fug^tiTe^ 
in  order  that  he  may  be  brought  before  the  proper  judicial  authority  for 
examination.  If  it  should  then  be  decided  that,  according  to  law  and  the 
evidence,  the  extradition  is  due,  pursuant  to  the  treaty,  the  fugitive  may 
be  given  up  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  in  such  cases. 

Abt.  VIL  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention  and  transportation  of 
persons  claimed  shall  be  paid  by  the  government  in  whose  name  the  requi- 
sition shall  have  been  made. 

Abt.  ym.  This  convention  shall  continue  in  force  during  ten  (10) 
years  from  the  day  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications ;  but  if  neither  party 
shall  have  given  to  the  other  six  (6)  months*  previous  notice  of  its  intention 
to  terminate  the  same»  the  convention  shall  remain  in  force  ten  years  longer, 
and  80  on. 

The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified  and  the  ratifications  exchanged 
at  the  city  of  Washing^ton  within  twelve  (12)  months,  and  sooner  if  possi- 
ble. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  convention  in  duplicate,  and  have  thereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  the  city  of  San  Salvador  the  twenty-third  day  of  May»  A.  D.  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  the  ninety-fourth. 

[L.  B.]     ALFRED  T.  A.  TORBERT. 
[l.  8.]     ORBGO.  ARBIZU. 


XXrV.     NlCABAGUA,  JUHS  25,  1870. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  haviDg 
judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice, 
and  to  prevention  of  crimes  within  their  respective  territories  and  jurisdic- 
tion, that  persons  convicted  of,  or  charged  with,  the  crimes  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circumstances^ 
be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  convention  for 
that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries: 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  Charles  N.  Riotte,  a  dtixen  and 
Minister  Resident  of  the  United  States  in  Nicaragua;  the  President  of 
the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  Mister  Tomas  Ayon,  Minister  for  Foreign  Be* 
lations : 

Who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  full  powers,  found  in  good 
and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following  articles,  viz. : 

Articlb  I.  The  Gtoverament  of  the  United  States  and  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  mutually  agree  to  deliver  up  persons  who,  having  been  con- 
victed of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  specified  in  the  following  article, 
mitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties^  shall 
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•an  asylum  or  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other;  Provided^  That 
this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  eyidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be 
fouod,  would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if 
the  crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Art.  II.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up,  who  shall  have  been  convicted 
of,  or  be  charged,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  convention,  with  any 
of  the  following  crimes: 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide  and  pois- 
oning. 

2.  The  crimes  of  rape,  arson,  piracy  and  mutiny  on  board  a  ship,  when- 
ever the  crew,  or  a  part  thereof,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commander, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  vessel. 

8.  The  crime  of  burglary,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  breaking  and  en- 
tering by  night  into  the  house  of  another  with  the  intent  to  commit  felony; 
and  the  crime  of  robbery,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  feloniously  and  for- 
cibly taking  from  the  person  of  another  goods  or  money,  by  violence,  or 
putting  him  in  fear. 

4.  The  crime  of  forgery,  by  which  is  understood  the  utterance  of  forged 
papers,  the  counterfeiting  of  public,  sovereign,  or  government  acts. 

5.  The  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counterfeit  money,  either  coin  or 
paper,  of  public  bonds,  bank  notes,  and  obligations,  and  in  general,  of 
all  titles  of  instruments  of  credit,  the  counterfeiting  of  seals,  dies, 
stamps,  and  marks  of  State  and  public  administrations,  and  the  utterance 
thereof. 

6.  The  embezzlement  of  public  moneys,  committed  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  either  party,  by  public  ofilcers  or  depositors. 

7.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired  or  salaried,  to  the  detri- 
ment of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subjected  to  infamous  pun- 
ishment. 

Abt.  in.  The  provisions  of  this  treaty  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime 
or  offense  of  a  political  character,  and  the  person  or  persons  delivered  up 
for  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  preceding  article  shall  in  no  case  be  tried 
for  any  ordinary  crime,  committed  previously  to  that  for  which  his  or  their 
surrender  is  asked. 

Abt.  IY.  If  the  person,  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed  pursuant  to 
the  stipulations  of  the  present  treaty,  shall  have  been  arrested  for  the  com- 
mission of  offenses  in  the  country  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall 
have  been  convicted  thereof,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  he  shall 
have  been  acquitted,  or  have  served  the  term  of  imprisonment  to  which 
he  may  have  been  sentenced. 

Abt.  Y.  Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall 
be  made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties, 
or,  in  the  event  of  the  absence  of  these  from  the  country,  or  its  seat  of 
government,  they  may  be  made  by  superior  consular  officers.    If  the  person 
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whose  extradition  may  be  asked  for  shall  have  been  oonyicted  of  a  crime,  a 
copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  in  which  he  may  have  been  convicted,  au- 
thenticated under  its  seal,  and  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of 
the  judge  by  the  proper  executive  authority,  and  of  the  latter  by  the  Minis- 
ter or  Consul  of  the  United  States  or  of  Nicaragua*  respectively,  shall  accom- 
pany the  requisition.  When,  however,  the  fugitive  shall  have  been  merely 
charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  warrant  for  his 
arrest  in  the  country  where  the  crime  may  have  been  committed,  and  of 
the  depositions  upon  which  such  warrant  may  have  been  issued,  must  ac- 
company the  requisition  as  aforesaid.  The  President  of  the  United  States, 
or  the  proper  executiye  authority  in  Nicaragua,  may  then  issue  a  warrant 
for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may  be  brought  before 
the  proper  judicial  authority  for  examining  the  question  of  extradition.  If 
it  should  then  be  decided  that,  according  to  the  law  and  evidence,  the  ex- 
tradition is  due  pursuant  to  this  treaty,  the  fugitive  may  be  given  up  accord- 
ing to  the  forms  prescribed  in  such  cases. 

Abt.  VI.  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention,  and  transportation  of 
the  persons  claimed  shall  be  paid  by  the  government  in  whose  name  the 
requisition  shall  have  been  made. 

Abt.  YII.  This  convention  shall  continue  in  force  during  five  (5)  years  from 
the  day  of  exchange  of  ratifications ;  but  if  neither  party  shall  have  i^ven 
to  the  other  six  (6)  months*  previous  notice  of  its  intention  to  terminate  the 
same  the  convention  shall  remain  in  force  five  (5)  years  longer,  and  so  on. 

The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified,  and  the  ratifications  exchanged 
at  the  capital  of  Nicaragua^  or  any  other  place  temporarily  occupied  by 
the  Nicaraguan  Government,  within  twelve  (12)  months,  or  sooner  if  pos- 
sible. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  conventida  in  duplicate,  and  have  thereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  the  city  of  Managua,  capital  of  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  the 
twenty-fifth  day  of  June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy,  of  the  In- 
dependence of  the  United  States  the  ninety-fourth,  and  of  the  Independence 
of  Nicaragua  the  fifty-ninth . 

[SEAL.]  CHARLES  N.  RIOTTE. 

[SKAL.]  TOMAS  AYON. 


XXV.  Pertt,  Septbmbkb  13,  1870. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Peru,  having  judged 
it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice  and  the 
prevention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories  and  jurisdictional 
that  persons  charged  with  the  crimes  hereinafter  enumerated  should,  under 
certain  circumstances,  be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  con* 
elude  a  treaty  for  this  purpose  and  have  named  as  their  respective  Pleni- 
potentiaries, that  is  to  say:    The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America 
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has  appointed  Alvin  P.  Hovey,  Envoy  Extraordinary  and  Minister  Pleni- 
potentiary of  the  United  States  of  America,  near  the  Government  of  the 
Hepnblic  of  Peru ;  and  the  President  of  Peru  has  appointed  his  Excellency 
Doctor  Jose  J.  Loayza,  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  Peru : 

Who,  after  having  communicated  to  eacli  other  their  res])ective  full 
powers,  found  in  good  and  true  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  concluded  the 
following  articles: 

Abticlb  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  contracting  parties  shall,  on  requisitions 
made  in  their  name  through  the  medium  of  their  respective  diplomatic 
agents,  deliver  up  to  justice  persons  who,  being  accused  or  convicted  of 
the  crimes  enumerated  in  Article  II  of  the  present  treaty,  committed  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  requiring  party,  shall  seek  an  asylum,  or  shall  be 
found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided^  That  this  shall  be  done 
only  when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  so  established  as 
that  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  the  fugitive  or  the  person  so  accused 
shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Abt.  2.  Persons  shall  be  so  delivered  up  who  shall  be  charged,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  this  treaty,  with  any  of  the  following  crimes, 
whether  as  principals,  accessories,  or  accomplices,  to-wit : 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  of  parricide,  assassination  poison- 
ing, and  infanticide. 

2.  Rape,  abduction  by  force. 
8.  Bigamy. 

4.  Arson. 

5.  Kidnapping,  defining  the  same  to  be  the  taking  or  carrying  away  of  a 
|)erson  by  force  or  deception . 

6.  Robbery,  highway  robbery,  larceny. 

7.  Burglary,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  breaking  and  entering  by  night- 
time into  the  house  of  another  person  with  the  intent  to  commit  a  felony. 

8.  Counterfeiting  or  altering  money,  the  introduction  or  fraudulent 
commerce  of  and  in  false  coin  or  money ;  counterfeiting  the  certificates  or 
obligations  of  the  government,  of  bank  notes  and  of  any  other  documents 
of  public  oredit,  the  uttering  and  use  of  the  same;  forging  or  altering  judi- 
cial judgments  or  decrees  of  the  government  or  courts,  of  the  seals,  dies, 
postage  stamps  and  revenue  stamps  of  the  Government,  and  the  use  of  the 
same ;  forging  public  and  authentic  deeds  and  documents,  both  commer- 
cial and  of  banks,  and  the  use  of  the  same. 

9.  Embezzlement  of  public  moneys  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
cither  party  by  public  officers  or  bailees,  and  embezzlement  by  any  person 
hired  ot  salaried. 

10.  Fraudulent  bankruptcy. 

11.  Fraudulent  barratry. 

12.  Mutiny  on  board  of  a  vessel  when  the  persons  who  compose  the 
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crew  have  taken  forcible  possession  of  the  same,  or  have  transferred  the 
ship  to  pirates. 

13.  Severe  injuries  intentionally  caused  on  railroads,  to  telegraph  lines 
or  to  persons  by  means  of  explosions  of  mines  or  steam-boilers. 

14.  Piracy. 

Abt.  in.  The  provisions  of  the  present  treaty  shall  not  be  applied  in 
.any  manner  to  auy  crime  or  offense  of  a  purely  political  character,  nor  shall 
the  provisions  of  the  present  treaty  be  applied  in  any  manner  to  the  crimes 
enumerated  in  the  second  article,  committed  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  ex- 
change of  the  ratifications  hereof.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall 
be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citizens  imder  the  stipulations  of  this 
treaty. 

Art.  IV.  The  extradition  will  be  granted  in  virtue  of  the  demand  made 
by  the  one  government  on  the  other,  with  the  remission  of  a  condemnatory 
sentence,  an  order  of  arrest,  or  of  any  other  process  equivalent  to  such 
order  in  which  will  be  specified  the  character  and  gravity  of  the  imputed 
acts^  and  the  dispositions  of  the  penal  laws  relative  to  the  case.  The  docu- 
ments accompanying  the  demand  for  extradition  shall  be  originals  or  certi- 
fied copies,  legally  authorized  by  the  tribunals  or  by  a  competent  person. 
If  possible,  there  shall  be  remitted  at  the  same  time  a  descriptive  list  of 
the  individual  required,  or  any  other  proof  toward  his  identity. 

Abt.  y.  If  the  person  accused  or  condemned  is  not  a  citizen  of  either 
of  the  contracting  powers  the  government  granting  the  extradition  will  in- 
form the  government  of  the  country  to  which  the  accused  or  condemned 
may  belong  of  the  demand  made,  and  if  the  last-named  government  re- 
claims the  individual  on  its  own  account  for  trial  in  its  own  tribunals,  the 
government  to  which  was  made  the  demand  of  extradition  may,  at  will, 
deliver  the  criminal  to  the  State  in  whose  territories  the  crime  was  commit- 
ted, or  to  that  to  which  the  criminal  belongs.  If  the  accused  or  sentenced 
person  whose  extradition  may  be  demanded  in  virtue  of  the  present  con- 
vention from  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  should,  at  the  same  time,  be 
the  subject  of  claims  from  one  or  other  governments  simultaneously,  for 
crimes  or  misdemeanors  committed  in  their  respective  territories,  he  or  she 
shall  be  delivered  up  to  that  government  in  whose  territories  the  offense 
committed  was  of  the  gravest  character,  and  when  the  offenses  are  of  like 
nature  and  gravity,  the  delivery  will  be  made  to  the  government  making 
the  first  demand,  and  if  the  dates  of  the  demands  be  the  same,  that  of  the 
nation  to  which  the  criminal  may  belong  will  be  preferred. 

Abt.  YI.  If  the  person  claimed  is  accused  or  sentenced  in  the  country 
where  he  may  have  taken  refuge,  for  a  crime  or  misdemeanor  committed  in 
thst  country,  his  delivery  may  be  delayed  until  the  definitive  sentence  re- 
leasing him  be  pronounced,  or  until  such  time  as  he  may  have  complied 
with  the  punishment  inflicted  on  him  in  the  country  where  he  took  refuge. 

Abt.  VII.  In  cases  not  admitting  of  delay,  and  especially  in  those  where 
there  is  danger  of  escape,  each  of  the  two  governments,  authorized  by  the 
order  for  apprehension,  may,  by  the  most  expeditious  means,  ask  and  ob- 
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toiu  the  arrest  of  the  person  accused  or  sentenced,  on  condition  of  present- 
ing the  said  order  for  appreliension  as  soon  as  may  be  possible,  not  exceed- 
ing four  montlis. 

Art.  VIII.  All  expenses  whatever  of  detention  and  delivery,  effected  in 
virtue  of  the  preceding  provisions,  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  the 
government  in  whose  name  the  requisition  shall  have  been  made. 

Art.  IX.  This  treaty  shall  commence  from  the  date  of  the  exchange  of 
the  ratifications,  and  shall  continue  in  force  until  it  shall  be  abrogated  by 
the  contracting  parties,  or  one  of  them ;  but  it  shall  not  be  abrogated,  ex- 
cept by  mutual  consent,  unless  the  party  desiring  to  abrogate  it  shall  give 
twelve  months*  previous  notice. 

Art.  X  The  present  treaty  shall  be  ratified  in  conformity  with  the  con- 
stitutions of  the  two  countries,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at 
the  cities  of  Washington  or  Lima,  within  eighteen  months  from  the  date 
hereof,  or  sooner  if  possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  we,  the  Plenipotentiaries  of  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Republic  of  Peru,  have  signed  and  sealed  these  presents. 

Done  in  the  city  of  Lima,  in  duplicate,  English  and  Spanish,  tliis,  the 
twelfth  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  seventy . 

[8BAL.]  ALVIN  H.  HOVEY. 

[SBAL.]  JOSE  J.  LOAYZA. 


XXVI.   Orangb  Free  State,  December  22,  1871. 

Article  vm.  The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Orange  Free  State, 
on  requisitions  made  in  their  name,  through  the  medium  of  their  respec- 
tive diplomatic  or  consular  agents,  shall  deliver  up  to  justice,  persons  wlio, 
being  charged  with  the  crimBs  enumerated  in  the  following  article,  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  requiring  party,  shall  seek  asylum,  or 
shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other :  Provided^  That  this 
shall  be  done  only  when  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be 
so  established  as  to  justify  their  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial  if 
the  crime  had  been  committed  in  the  country  where  the  person  so  accused 

shall  be  found. 

Art.  IX.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  convention  who  shall  be  charged  with  any  of  the  following  crimes,  to- 
wit:  Murder  (including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide  and  poisoning), 
attempt  to  commit  murder,  rape,  forgery,  or  the  emission  of  forged  papers, 
arson,  robbery  with  violence,  intimidation,  or  forcible  entry  of  an  inliabited 
bouse,  piracy,  embezzlement  by  public  officers,  or  by  persons  hired  or  sali> 
ried,  to  the  detriment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to 
infamous  punishment. 

Art.  X.  The  surrender  shall  be  made  by  executives  of  the  contracting 
parties  respectively. 
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Art.  XI.  The  expense  of  detention  and  delivery  effected  pnrsiuuit  to 
the  preceding  articles  shall  be  at  the  cost  of  the  party  making  the  de- 
mand. 

Art.  XII.  The  provisions  of  the  aforegoing  articles  relating  to  the  sur- 
render of  fugitive  criminals  shall  not  apply  to  offenses  committed  before 
the  date  hereof,  nor  to  those  of  a  political  character. 

Art.  XITI.  The  present  convention  is  concluded  for  tiie  period  of  ten 
years  from  the  day  of  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications,  and  if,  one  year 
before  the  expiration  of  that  period,  neither  of  the  contracting  parties  sliall 
have  announced,  by  an  official  notification,  its  intention  to  the  other  to  ar- 
rest the  operations  of  the  said  convention,  it  shall  continue  binding  for 
twelve  months  longer,  and  so  on,  from  year  to  year,  until  the  expiration  of 
the  twelve  months  which  will  follow  a  similar  declaration^  whatever  the 
time  at  which  it  may  take  place. 

Art.  XIV.  This  convention  shall  be  submitted  on  both  sides  to  the  ap- 
proval and  ratification  of  the  respective  competent  authorities,  and  the 
ratification  shall  be  exchanged  at  Washington  as  soon  as.  circumstances 
shall  admit. 

In  faith  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  above 
articles,  and  have  thereunto  afSzed  their  seals. 

Done  in  quadruplicate  at  Bloemfonten  this  22d  day  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-one. 

[l.  b.]  W.  W.  EDGCOMB. 

[l.  b.]  p.  K.  HOHNB. 


XXVIL    Ecuador,  Jukb  28,  1872. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Ecuador,  having 
deemed  it  conducive  to  the  better  administration  of  justice,  and  the  pre- 
vention of  crime  within  their  respective  territories,  that  all  persons  con- 
victed of,  or  accused  of  the  crimes  enumerated  below,  being  fugitives 
from  justice,  shall  be,  under  certain  circumstances,  reciprocally  delivered 
up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  treaty  upon  the  subject ;  and  the  PresideDt 
of  the  United  States  has  for  this  purpose  named  Rumsey  Wing,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  and  their  Minister  Resident  in  Ecuador,  as  Plenipoten- 
tiary on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  and  the  President  of  Ecuador  has 
named  Francisco  Javier  Leon,  Minister  of  the  Interior  and  of  Foreign 
Affairs,  as  Plenipotentiary  on  the  part  of  Ecuador : 

Who,  having  reciprocally  communicated  their  full  powers,  and  the  same 
having  been  found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following 
articles,  viz. : 

Article  I.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  GtovemmeDt 
of  Ecuador  mutually  agree  to  deliver  up  such  persons  as  may  have  been 
convicted  of  or  may  be  accused  of  the  crimes  set  forth  in  the  following 
article,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties 
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and  who  may  have  sought  refuge,  or  be  found  within  the  territory  of  the 
other ;  it  being  understood  that  this  is  only  to  be  done  when  the  crimin- 
ality shall  be  proved  in  such  manner,  that,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
country  where  the  fugitive  or  accused  may  be  found,  such  persons  might 
be  lawfully  arrested  and  tried,  had  the  crime  been  committed  within  its 
jurisdiction. 

Art.  n.  Persons  convicted  of  or  accused  of  any  of  the  following  crimes 
shall  be  delivered  up,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  treaty : 

1.  Murder,  including  assassination,  parricide,  infanticide  and  poisoning. 

2.  The  crime  of  rape,  arson,  piracy  and  mutiny  on  ship-board,  when  the 
crew,  or  a  part  thereof,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commanding  offi- 
cer, have  taken  possession  of  the  vessel. 

3.  The  crime  of  burglary,  this  being  understood  as  the  act  of  breaking 
or  forcing  an  entrance  into  another^s  house  with  intent  to  commit  any  crime ; 
and  the  crime  of  robbery,  this  being  defined  as  the  act  of  taking  from  the 
person  of  another  goods  or  money  with  criminal  intent,  using  violence  or 
intimidation. 

4.  The  crime  of  forgery,  which  is  understood  to  be  the  willful  use  or  cir- 
culation of  forged  papers  or  public  documents. 

5.  The  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counterfeit  money,  either  coin  or 
pa{)er,  of  public  bonds,  bank  bills  and  securities,  and  in  general,  of  any 
kind  of  titles  to  or  instruments  of  credit,  the  counterfeiting  of  stamps, 
dies,  seals,  and  marks  of  the  State,  and  of  the  administrative  authorities 
and  the  sale  or  circulation  thereof. 

6.  Embezzlement  of  public  property,  committed  iprithin  the  jurisdiction 
of  either  party,  by  public  officers  or  depositaries. 

Art.  IIL  The  stipulations  of  this  treaty  shall  not  be  applicable  to  crimes 
or  offenses  of  a  political  character,  and  the  person  or  persons  delivered  up, 
charged  with  the  crimes  specified  in  the  foregoing  article,  shall  not  be  prose- 
cuted for  any  crime  committed  previously  to  that  for  which  his  or  their 
extradition  may  be  asked. 

Art.  IY.  If  the  person  whose  extradition  may  have  been  applied  for,  in 
accordance  with  the  stipulations  of  the  present  treaty,  shall  have  been  ar- 
rested for  offenses  committed  in  the  country  where  he  has  sought  refuge, 
or  if  he  shall  have  been  sentenced  therefor,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred 
until  his  acquittal,  or  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  he  shall  have 
been  sentenced. 

Art.  V.  Requisitions  for  the  extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall 
be  made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties,  or, 
in  case  of  the  absence  of  these  from  the  country  or  its  capital,  they  may  be 
made  by  superior  consular  officers.  If  the  person  whose  extradition  is  asked 
for  shall  have  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  the  requisition  must  be  accom- 
panied by  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  that  has  convicted  him,  au- 
thenticated under  its  seal,  and  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of  the 
judge  who  has  signed  it,  made  by  the  proper  executive  authority;  also  by 
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an  authentication  of  the  latter  by  the  Minister  or  Consul  of  the  United 
States  or  Ecuador,  respectively.  On  the  contrary,  however,  when  the  fugi- 
tive is  merely  charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  wanant 
for  his  arrest  in  the  country  where  the  crime  has  been  committed,  and  of 
any  evidence  in  writing  upon  which  such  warrant  may  have  been  issued, 
must  accompany  the  aforesaid  requisition.  The  President  of  the  United 
States,  or  the  proper  executive  authority  of  Ecuador,  may  then  order  the 
arrest  of  ilia  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may  be  brought  before  the  judicial 
authority  which  is  competent  to  examine  the  question  of  extradition.  If, 
then,  according  to  the  evidence  and  the  law,  it  be  decided  that  the  extra- 
dition is  due  in  conformity  with  this  treaty,  the  fugitive  shall  be  delivered 
up,  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  in  such  cases. 

Art.  YL  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention,  and  transportation  of 
persons  claimed  shall  be  paid  by  the  Gt)vernment  in  whose  name  the  requi- 
sition shall  have  been  made. 

Art.  Vll.  This  treaty  shall  continue  in  force  for  ten  (10)  years  from  the 
day  of  the  exchange  of  ratifications ;  but  in  case  neither  party  shall  have 
given  to  the  other  one  (1)  year's  previous  notice  of  its  intention  to  termi- 
nate the  same,  then  this  treaty  shall  continue  in  force  for  ten  (10)  years 
longer  and  so  on. 

The  present  treaty  shall  be  ratified,  and  the  ratifications  exchanged  in 
the  capital  of  Ecuador,  within  two  months  from  the  day  on  which  the  ses- 
sion of  the  coming  Congress  of  Ecuador  shall  terminate,  which  will  be  in 
October,  1873. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  treaty  in  duplicate,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  the  city  of  Quito,   capital  of  the  Republic  of  Ecuador,  thi3 
twenty-eighth  day  of  June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-two. 
[83AL.]  RUM8EY  WING. 

[SBAL.]  FRANCISCO  JAVIER  LEON. 


XXVin.  Tnx  Ottoman  Empire,  August  11,  1874. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Imperial  Majesty  the  Sultan, 
having  judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of 
justice  and  to  the  prevention  of  crimes  within  their  respective  territories 
and  jurisdiction,  that  persons  convicted  of,  or  charged  with  the  crimes 
hereinafter  specified,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  convention  for  that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentia- 
ries: The  President  of  the  United  States,  Geo.  H.  Boker,  Minister  Resident 
of  the  United  States  of  America  near  the  Sublime  Porte ;  and  His  Imperial 
Majesty  the  Sultan,  His  Excellency  Aarlfi  Pasha,  his  Minister  for  Foreign 
Affairs;  who,  after  reciprocal  communication  of  their  full  powers,  found  in 
good  and  duo  form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following  articles,  to- wit : 
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Article  I.  The  Goverament  of  the  United  States  and  the  Ottoman  Gov- 
ernment mutually  agree  to  deliver  up  persons  who,  having  been  convicted 
of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  8()ecified  in  the  following  article,  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  shall  seek  an  asy- 
lum or  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provid^dy  That  this 
shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found, 
would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  coomiitment  for  trial,  if  the 
crime  had  been  there  committed. 

Art.  II.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  who  shall  have  been  convicted  of, 
or  be  charged,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  convention,  with  any  of 
the  following  crimes: 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  designated  by  the  terms  of  parri- 
cide, assassination,  poisoning,  and  infanticide. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 

8.  The  crimes  of  rape,  arson,  piracy,  and  mutiny  on  board  a  ship,  when- 
ever the  crew,  or  part  thereof,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commander, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  vessel. 

4.  The  crime  of  burglary,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  breaking  and  en- 
tering by  night  into  the  house  of  another  with  the  intent  to  commit  felony; 
and  the  crime  of  robbery,  defined  to  be  the  action  of  feloniously  and 
forcibly  taking  from  the  person  of  another  goods  or  money,  by  violence  or 
putting  him  in  fear. 

5.  The  crime  of  forgery,  by  which  is  understood  the  utterance  of  forged 
papers,  the  counterfeiting  of  public,  sovereign,  or  government  acts. 

6.  The  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counterfeit  money,  either  coin  or 
paper,  of  public  bonds,  bank  notes,  and  obligations,  and  in  general,  of  all 
things,  being  titles  and  instruments  of  credit,  the  counterfeiting  of  seals^ 
dies,  stamps,  and  marks  of  State  and  public  administrations,  and  the  utter- 
ance thereof. 

7.  The  embezzlement  of  public  moneys  committed  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  either  party,  by  public  officers  or  depositors. 

8.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired  or  salaried,  to  the 
detriment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to  infamous 
punishment. 

Art.  IIL  The  provisions  of  this  treaty  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime  or 
offense  of  a  political  character,  and  the  person  or  persons  delivered  up  for 
the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  preceding  article  shall  in  no  case  be  tried  for 
any  ordinary  crime,  conmiitted  previously  to  that  for  which  his  or  their  sur- 
render is  asked. 

Art.  IV.  If  the  person  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed,  pursuant  to 
the  stipulations  of  the  present  treaty,  shall  have  been  arrested  for  the  com- 
mission of  offenses  in  the  country  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall 
have  been  convicted  thereof,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  he  shall 
have  been  acquitted  or  have  served  the  term  of  imprisonment  to  which  he 
may  have  been  sentenced. 
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Art.  y.  Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shaQ  be 
made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties,  or,  in 
the  event  of  the  absence  of  these  from  the  country  or  its  seat  of  govern- 
ment, they  may  be  made  by  superior  consular  officers.  If  the  person  whose 
extradition  may  bo  asked  for  shall  have  been  convicted  of  a  crime,  a  copy 
of  the  sentence  of  the  court  in  which  he  may  have  been  convicted,  authen- 
ticated under  its  seal,  and  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of  the 
judge  by  the  proper  executive  authority,  and  of  the  latter  by  the  Minister 
or  Consul  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  Sublime  Forte,  respectively,  shall 
accompany  the  requisition.  When,  however,  the  fugitive  shall  have  been 
merely  charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  warrant  for 
his  arrest  in  the  country  where  the  crime  may  have  been  committed,  or  of 
the  depositions  upon  which  such  warrant  may  have  been  issued,  must  ac- 
company the  requisition  as  aforesaid.  The  President  of  the  United  States 
or  the  proper  executive  authority  in  Turkey  may  then  issue  a  warrant  for 
the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive,  in  order  that  he  may  be  brought  before 
the  proper  judicial  authority  for  examination.  If  it  should  then  be  decided 
that,  according  to  law  and  the  evidence,  the  extradition  is  due,  pursuant 
to  the  treaty,  the  fugitive  may  be  given  up  according  to  the  forma  pre- 
scribed in  such  cases. 

Art.  YL  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention  and  transportation  of 
the  persons  claimed  shall  be  paid  by  the  government  in  whose  name  the 
requisition  has  been  made. 

Art.  YII.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver 
up  its  own  citizens  under  the  stipulations  of  this  treaty. 

Art.  Vlll.  This  convention  shall  continue  in  force  during  five  (5)  years 
from  the  day  of  exchange  of  ratification,  but  if  neither  party  shall  hare 
given  to  the  other  six  (6)  months*  previous  notice  of  its  intention  to  ter- 
minate the  same,  the  convention  shall  remain  in  force  five  years  longer,  and 
so  on. 

The  present  convention  shall  be  ratified,  and  the  ratifications  exchanged 
at  Constantinople,  within  twelve  (12)  months,  and  sooner  if  possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  pres- 
ent convention  in  duplicate,  and  have  thereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  Constantinople,  the  eleventh  day  of  August,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  seventy-four. 

[h.  8.]        GEO.  H.  BORER. 
[l.  8.]        A.  AARIFL 


XXIX.  Spaik,  JAiniART  5,  1877. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Spain,  having 
judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice 
and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories  and  jurisdic- 
tions, that  persons  charged  with  or  convicted  of  the  Crimea  hereinafter 
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enumerated,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  convention 
for  that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries :  The  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  Caleb  Gushing,  the  Envoy  Extraordinary  and 
Minister  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  near  the  Government  of  8paiu, 
and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Spain,  His  Excellency  Don  Fernando  Calde- 
ron  y  CoUantes,  his  Minister  of  State,  Knight  Grand  Cross  of  the  Royal 
and  distinguished  Order  of  Carlos  Tercero,  of  those  of  Leopold  of  Austria 
and  of  Belgium,  of  that  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  of  Portugal,  of  the  Saviour 
of  Greece,  of  the  Holy  Sepulchre,  and  of  the  Nishan  Ifti jar  of  Tunis ;  who, 
after  having  communicated  to  each  other  their  respective  full  powers, 
found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  concluded  the  follow- 
ing articles: 

Article  I.  It  is  agreed  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Government  of  Spain  shall,  upon  mutual  requisition  duly  made  as  herein 
provided,  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persons  who  may  be  charged  with,  or 
who  have  been  convicted  of,  any  of  the  crimes  specified  in  Article  H  of 
this  convention,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  the  contract- 
ing parties,  while  said  persons  were  actually  within  such  jurisdiction  when 
the  crime  was  committed,  and  who  shall  seek  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found 
within  the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided,  That  such  surrender  shall  take 
place  only  upon  such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would 
justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  crime  or  offense 
had  been  there  committed. 

Art.  U.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  convention  who  shall  have  been  charged  with  or  convicted  of  any  of 
the  following  crimes : 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  designated  by  the  terms  of  par- 
ricide, assassination,  poisoning  or  infanticide. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 
8.  Rape. 

4.  Arson. 

5.  Piracy  or  mutiny  on  board  ship  when  the  crew  or  other  persons  on 
board,  or  part  thereof,  have,  by  fraud  or  violence  against  the  commander, 
taken  possession  of  the  vessel. 

6.  Burglary,  defined  to  be  the  act  of  breaking  and  entering  into  the 
house  of  another  in  the  night-time  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony  therein. 

7.  The  act  of  breaking  and  entering  the  offices  of  the  Government  and 
public  authorities,  or  the  offices  of  banks,  banking-houses,  savings  banks, 
trust  companies*  insurance  companies,  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony 
therein. 

8.  Robbery,  defined  to  be  the  felonious  and  forcible  taking,  from  the 
person  of  another,  goods  or  money  by  violence  or  by  putting  him  in  fear. 

0.  Forgery,  or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers. 
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10.  The  forgery  or  falsification  of  the  official  acts  of  the  Grovernment  or 
public  authority,  including  courts  of  justice,  or  the  uttering  or  fraudnlent 
use  of  any  of  the  same. 

11.  The  fabrication  of  counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper,  coun- 
terfeit titles  or  coupons  of  public  debt,  bank-notes  or  other  instruments  of 
public  credit ;  of  counterfeit  seals,  stamps,  dies  and  marks  of  State  or  pub- 
lic administrationSf  and  the  utterance,  circulation,  or  fraudulent  use  of  any 
of  the  above-mentioned  objects. 

12.  The  embezzlement  of  public  funds,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  one  or  the  other  party,  by  public  officers  or  depositaries. 

18.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons,  hired  or  salaried,  to  the 
detriment  of  their  employers,  when  these  crimes  are  subject  to  infamous 
punishment. 

14.  Kidnapping,  defined  to  be  the  detention  of  a  jierson  or  persons  in 
order  to  exact  money  from  them  or  for  any  other  unlawful  end. 

Art.  in.  The  provisions  of  this  convention  shall  not  import  claim  of 
extradition  for  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  political  character,  nor  for  acts 
connected  with  such  crimes  or  offenses;  and  no  person  surrendered  by  or  to 
either  of  the  contracting  parties  in  virtue  of  this  convention  shall  be  tried 
or  punished  for  any  political  crime  or  offense,  nor  for  any  act  connected 
therewith,  committed  previously  to  the  extradition. 

Art.  IV.  No  person  shall  be  subject  to  extradition  in  virtue  of  this  con- 
vention for  any  crime  or  offense  committed  previous  to  the  exchange  of  the 
ratifications  hereof ;  and  no  person  shall  be  tried  for  any  crime  or  offense 
other  than  that  for  which  he  was  surrendered,  unless  such  crime  be  one 
of  those  enumerated  in  Article  II,  and  shall  have  been  committed  subse- 
quent to  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  hereof. 

Art.  V.  A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  under  the  provi- 
sions hereof  when,  from  lapse  of  time  or  other  lawful  cause,  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  place  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, the  criminal  is  exempt  from  prosecution  or  punishment  for  the 
offense  for  which  the  surrender  is  asked. 

Art.  VI.  If  a  fugitive  criminal  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed  pur- 
suant to  the  stipulations  hereof  be  actually  under  prosecution,  out  on  bail 
or  in  custody  for  a  crime  or  offense  committed  in  the  country  where  he  has 
sought  asylum,  or  shall  have  been  convicted  thereof,  his  extradition  may 
be  deferred  until  such  proceedings  be  determined,  and  until  such  criminal 
shall  have  been  set  at  liberty  in  due  course  of  law. 

Art.  Vn.  If  a  fugitive  criminal,  claimed  by  one  of  the  parties  hereto, 
shall  be  also  claimed  by  one  or  more  powers,  pursuant  to  treaty  provisions, 
on  account  of  crimes  committed  within  their  jurisdiction,  such  criminal 
shall  be  delivered  in  preference,  in  accordance  with  that  demand  which 
is  the  earliest  in  date. 

Art.  VIII.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  de- 
liver up  its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  con- 
vention. 
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Abt.  IX.  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention,  examination,  and  trans- 
portation of  the  accused  shall  be  paid  by  the  government  which  has  pre- 
ferred the  demand  for  extradition. 

Abt.  X.  Every  thing,  found  in  the  possession  of  the  fugitive  criminal  at 
the  time  of  his  arrest  which  may  be  material  as  evidence  in  making  proof 
of  the  crime  shall,  so  far  as  practicable,  be  delivered  up  witli  his  person  at 
the  time  of  the  surrender.  Nevertheless,  the  rights  of  a  third  party  with 
regard  to  the  articles  aforesaid  shall  be  duly  respected. 

Art.  XI.  The  stipulations  of  this  convention  shall  be  applicable  to  all 
foreign  or  colonial  possessions  of  either  of  the  two  contracting  parties. 

Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall  be  made  by 
the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties.  In  the  event  of 
the  absence  of  such  agents  from  the  country  or  its  seat  of  government,  or 
where  extradition  is  sought  fiom  a  colonial  possession  of  one  of  the  contract- 
ing parties,  requisition  may  be  made  by  superior  consular  officers. 

It  shall  be  competent  for  such  representatives  or  sucli  superior  consular 
officers  to  ask  and  obtain  a  mandate  or  preliminary  warrant  of  arrest  for 
the  person  whose  surrender  is  sought,  whereupon  the  judges  and  magis- 
trates of  the  two  Governments  shall,  respectively,  have  power  and  authority, 
upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of 
the  person  charged,  in  order  that  he  or  she  may  be  brought  before  such 
judge  or  magistrate  that  the  evidence  of  criminality  may  be  heard  aud  con- 
sidered ;  and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence  be  deemed  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  charge,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  judge  or  magistrate 
to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper  executive  authority,  that  a  warrant  may 
issue  for  the  surrender  of  the  fugitive. 

If  the  fugitive  criminal  sliall  have  been  convicted  of  the  crime  for  which 
his  surrender  is  asked,  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  before  which 
such  conviction  took  place,  duly  authenticated,  shall  be  produced.  If 
however,  the  fugitive  is  merely  charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated 
copy  of  the  warrant  of  arrest  in  the  country  where  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, and  of  the  depositions  upon  which  such  warrant  may  have  been 
issued,  shall  be  produced  with  such  other  evidence  or  proof  as  may 
be  deemed  competent  in  the  case. 

Art.  Xn.  This  convention  shall  continue  in  force  from  the  day  of  the 
exchange  of  the  ratifications  thereof,  but  either  party  may,  at  any  time, 
terminate  the  same  on  giving  to  the  other  six  montlis'  notice  of  its  intention 
so  to  do. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  convention  in  triplicate,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  the  city  of  Madrid,  in  triplicate,  English  and  Spanish,  this  fifth 
day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
seventy-seven. 

[bbal.]         CALEB  GUSHING. 

[seal.]         FERNANDO  CALDERON  y  OOLLANTES. 


620  EXTSADITION  TREATIES  OF  THS  U.  B. 

XXX.  The  NsTHBBiiANDS,  Mat  22,  1880. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  Netherlands, 
having  judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of 
justice  and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories  and 
jurisdictions,  that  persons  charged  with,  or  convicted  of,  the  crimes  herein- 
after enumerated,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should  under  certain 
circumstances  be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
convention  for  that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries: 
The  President  of  the  United  States,  William  Maxwell  Evarts,  Secretary 
of  State  of  the  United  States,  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  Netherlands, 
Gonkheer  Rudolph  Alexandre  August  Edward  von  Pestel,  Knight  of  the 
Order  of  the  Netherlands  Lion,  His  Majesty^s  Minister  Resident  in  the 
United  States ;  who  after  having  communicated  to  each  other  their  respec- 
tive full  powers,  found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  con- 
cluded the  following  articles : 

AnTici^  I.  The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  Sang  of 
the  Netherlands  reciprocally  engage  to  deliver  up  to  justice  all  persona  con- 
victed of  or  charged  with  any  of  the  crimes  or  offenses  enumerated  in  the 
following  article,  committed  within  the  respective  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  of  America  or  of  the  Kingdom  of  the  Netherlands,  exclusive  of  the 
Colonies  thereof,  such  persons,  being  actually  within  such  jurisdiction  when 
the  crime  or  offense  was  conmiitted,  who  shall  seek  an  asylum  or  shall  be 
found  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other,  exclusive  of  the  Colonies  of  the 
Netherlands :  Pr&mded^  That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon  such  evidence 
of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  so 
charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment 
for  trial,  if  the  crime  or  offense  had  been  there  committed. 

Art.  n.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  convention,  who  shall  have  been  charged  with,  or  convicted  of,  any  of 
the  following  crimes : 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  of  assassination,  parricide,  infant- 
icide, and  poisoning. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 
8.  Rape. 

4.  Arson. 

5.  Burglary,  or  the  corresponding  crime  in  the  Netherlands  law  under 
the  description  of  thefts  committed  in  an  inhabited  house  by  night,  and  by 
breaking  in,  by  climbing  or  forcibly. 

6.  The  act  of  breaking  into  and  entering  public  offices,  or  the  offices  of 
banks,  banking-houses,  savings-bank,  trust  companies,  or  insurance  com- 
panies, with  intent  to  commit  theft  therein,  and  also  the  thefts  resulting 
from  such  act. 

7.  Robbery,  or  the  corresponding  crime  punished  in  the  Netherlands  law 
under  the  description  of  theft  committed  with  violence  or  by  means  of 
threats. 
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8.  Forgery,  or  the  utterance  of  foi^d  papers,  including  the  forgery  or 
falsification  of  official  acts  of  the  Qovemment  or  public  authority  or  courts 
of  justice  affecting  the  title  or  claim  to  money  or  property. 

9.  The  counterfeiting,  falsifying,  or  altering  of  money,  'whether  coin  or 
paper,  or  of  bank  notes,  or  instruments  of  debt  created  by  National,  State 
or  Municipal  Q-overnments,  or  coupons  thereof,  or  of  seals,  stamps,  dies,  or 
marks  of  State,  or  the  utterance  or  circulation  of  the  same. 

10.  Embezzlement  by  public  officers  charged  with  the  custody  or  receipt 
of  public  funds. 

11.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired  or  salaried  to  the 
detriment  of  their  employers,  where  the  offense  is  subject  to  punishment 
by  the  law  of  the  Netherlands  as  alnu  da  eor^fianeey  if  extradition  is  de- 
manded by  the  United  States,  or  is  subject  to  punishment  as  a  crime  in 
the  United  States,  if  extradition  is  demanded  by  the  Netherlands. 

Art.  m.  The  provisions  of  this  convention  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime 
or  offense  of  a  political  character,  nor  to  acts  connected  with  such  crimes 
or  offenses;  and  no  person  surrendered  under  the  provision  hereof  shall  in 
any  case  be  tried  or  punished  for  a  crime  or  offense  of  a  political  character, 
nor  for  any  act  connected  therewith,  committed  previously  to  his  extradi- 
tion. 

Art.  IV.  The  present  convention  shall  not  apply  to  any  crime  or  offense 
committed  previous  to  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  hereof,  and  no 
person  shall  be  tried  or  punished  after  surrender  for  any  crime  or  offense 
other  than  that  for  which  he  was  surrendered  if  committed  previous  to  his 
surrender,  unless  such  crime  or  offense  be  one  of  those  enumerated  in 
Article  II  hereof,  and  shall  have  been  committed  subsequent  to  the  exchange 
of  ratifications. 

Art.  Y.  a  furtive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  under  the  provi- 
sions hereof  when,  by  lapse  of  time,  he  is  exempt  from  prosecution  or  pun- 
ishment for  the  crime  or  offense  for  which  the  surrender  is  asked,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  country  from  which  the  extradition  is  demanded,  or 
when  his  extradition  is  asked  for  the  same  crime  or  offense  for  which  he 
has  been  tried,  convicted  or  acquitted  in  that  country,  or  so  long  as  he  is 
under  prosecution  for  the  same. 

Art.  VI.  If  a  fugitive  criminal,  whose  extradition  may  be  claimed  pur- 
suant to  the  stipulations  hereof,  be  actually  under  prosecution  for  a  crime 
or  offense  in  the  country  where  he  has  sought  asylum,  or  shall  have  been 
convicted  thereof,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  such  proceedings 
be  terminated,  and  until  such  criminal  shall  be  set  at  liberty  in  due  couise 
of  law. 

Art.  Vn.  If  a  fugitive  criminal  claimed  by  one  of  the  parties  hereto 
shall  also  be  claimed  by  one  or  more  powers,  pursuant  to  treaty  provisions 
on  account  of  crimes  committed  within  their  jurisdiction,  such  criminal 
sliall  be  delivered  in  preference  in  accordance  with  that  demand  which  is 
the  earliest  in  date. 
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Abt.  yill.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  boand  to  deliver 
up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention,  its  own  citizens  or  subjects. 

Abt.  IX.  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention,  examination  and  trans- 
portation of  the  accused  shall  be  paid  by  the  government  which  has  pre- 
ferred the  demand  for  extradition. 

Art.  X.  Every  thing  found  in  the  possession  of  the  fugitive  criminal,  at  the 
time  of  his  arrest,  which  may  be  material  as  evidence  in  making  proof  of  the 
crime,  shall,  so  far  as  practicable  according  to  the  laws  or  practice  in  the 
respective  countries^  be  delivered  up  with  his  pereon  at  the  time  of  sur- 
render. Nevertheless,  the  rights  of  third  parties,  with  regard  to  all  such 
articles,  shall  be  duly  respected. 

Art.  XI.  Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall 
be  made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties. 
In  the  event  of  the  absence  of  such  agents  from  the  country,  or  its  seat  of 
government,  requisition  may  be  made  by  consular  officers. 

When  the  person  whose  extradition  shall  have  been  asked,  shall  have 
been  convicted  of  the  crime,  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  in  which 
he  may  have  been  convicted,  authenticated  under  its  seal  and  accompanied 
by  an  attestation  of  the  official  character  of  the  judge  by  the  proper 
authority,  shall  be  furnished. 

If,  however,  the  fugitive  is  merely  charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenti- 
cated copy  of  the  warrant  of  arrest  in  the  country  where  the  crime  was 
committed,  and  of  the  depositions  upon  which  such  warrant  may  liave 
been  issued,  shall  be  produced,  authenticated  as  above  provided,  with  such 
other  evidence  or  proof  as  may  be  deemed  competent  in  the  case. 

If,  after  an  examination,  it  shall  be  decided,  according  to  the  law  and 
evidence,  that  extradition  is  due  pursuant  to  this  convention,  the  fugitive 
shall  be  surrendered  according  to  the  forms  of  law  prescribed  in  such 
cases. 

Art.  XII.  The  present  convention  shall  take  effect  on  the  twentieth  day 
after  its  promulgation  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  the  respec- 
tive countries.  After  the  convention  shall  so  have  gone  into  operation,  it 
shall  continue  untU  one  of  the  two  parties  shall  give  to  the  other  six  months* 
notice  of  its  desire  to  terminate  it. 

This  convention  shall  be  ratified,  and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged 
at  Washington  or  the  Hague,  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  convention,  in  duplicate,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  Washington,  in  the  English  and  Dutch  languages,  on  the  tweoty- 
second  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty. 

[SEAL.]  WILLIAM  MAXWELL  EVARTS. 

[seal.]  RUDOLPH  VON  PESTEL. 


EXTBADniON  TBEATIES  OF  THB  U.  8.  623 

XXXI.  Bblgium,  Junb  13,  1883. 

The  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  Belgians, 
having  judged  it  expedient  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice, 
and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories  and  jurisdic- 
tions, that  persons  charged  with  or  convicted  of  the  crimes  and  offenses  here- 
inafter enumerated,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain 
circumstances,  be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
now  convention  for  that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  tlieir  Plenipoten- 
tiaries: The  President  of  the  United  States,  Frederick  T.  Frehnghuysen, 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the 
Belgians,  Mr.  Theodore  de  Bounder  de  Melsbroeck,  Commander  of  his 
Order  of  Leopold,  etc.,  etc..  His  Envoy  Extraordinary  and  Minister  Pleni- 
potentiary near  the  Gk)yemment  of  the  United  States  ;  who,  after  having 
communicated  to  each  other  their  respective  full  powers,  found  in  good  and 
due  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  concluded  the  following  articles : 

Article  I.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Government 
of  Belgium  mutually  agree  to  deliver  up  persons  who,  having  been  charged, 
as  principals  or  accessories,  with  or  convicted  of  any  of  the  crimes  and  of- 
fenses specified  in  the  following  article,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  shall  seek  an  asylum  or  be  found  within 
the  territories  of  the  other:  Provided^  That  this  shall  only  be  done  upon 
such  evidence  of  criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where 
the  fugitive  or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  or  her 
apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  crime  had  been  there  com- 
mitted. 

Abt.  II.  Persons  shall  be  delivered  up  who  shall  have  been  convicted 
of,  or  be  charged,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  convention,  with  any 
of  the  following  crimes: 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  crimes  designated  in  the  Belgian  Penal 
Code  by  the  terms  of  parricide,  assassination,  poisoning  and  infanticide. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 

8.  Bape,  or  attempt  to  commit  rape ;  bigamy ;  abortion. 

4.  Arson. 

5.  Piracy,  or  mutiny  on  shipboard  whenever  the  crew,  or  part  thereof, 
shall  have  taken  possession  of  the  vessel  by  fraud  or  by  violence  against 
the  commander. 

6.  The  crime  of  burglary,  defined  to  be  the  act  of  breaking  and  entering 
by  night  into  the  house  of  another  with  the  intent  to  commit  felony ;  and  the 
crime  of  robbery,  defined  to  be  the  act  of  feloniously  and  forcibly  taking 
from  the  person  of  another  money  or  goods  by  violence,  or  putting  him  in 
fear;  and  the  corresponding  crimes  punished  by  Belgian  laws  under  the 
description  of  thefts  committed  in  an  inhabited  house  by  night,  and  by 
breaking  in  by  climbing  or  forcibly,  and  thefts  committed  with  violence  or 
by  means  of  threats. 

7.  The  crime  of  forgery,  by  which  is  understood  the  utterance  of  forged 
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papers,  and  also  the  oounterfeitlng  of  public,  sovereign,  or  governmental 
acts. 

8.  The  fabrication  or  circulation  of  counterfeit  money,  either  coin  or 
paper,  or  of  counterfeit  public  bonds,  coupons  of  the  public  debt,  bank 
notes,  obligations,  or,  in  general,  any  thing  being  a  title  or  instrument  of 
credit;  the  counterfeiting  of  seals  and  dies,  impressions,  stamps,  and  marks, 
of  State  and  public  administrations,  and  the  utterance  thereof. 

9.  The  embezzlement  of  public  moneys  committed  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  either  party  by  public  officers  or  depositaries. 

10.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons,  hired  or  salaried,  to  the  det- 
riment of  their  employers,  when  the  crime  is  subject  to  punishment  by  the 
laws  of  the  place  where  it  was  committed. 

11.  Willful  and  unlawful  destruction  or  obstruction  of  railroads  which 
endangers  human  life. 

12.  Reception  of  articles  obtained  by  means  of  one  of  the  crimes  or 
offenses  provided  for  by  the  present  convention. 

Extradition  may  also  be  granted  for  the  attempt  to  commit  any  of  the 
crimes  above  enumerated  when  such  attempt  is  punishable  by  the  laws  of 
both  contracting  parties. 

Art.  III.  A  person  surrendered  under  this  convention  shall  not  be  tried 
or  punished  in  the  country  to  which  his  extradition  has  been  granted,  nor 
given  up  to  a  third  power  for  a  crime  or  offense,  not  provided  for  by  the 
present  convention  and  committed  previously  to  his  extradition,  until  he 
Bhall  have  been  allowed  one  month  to  leave  the  country  after  having  been 
discharged ;  and,  if  he  sliall  have  been  tried  and  condemned  to  punish- 
ment, he  shall  be  allowed  one  month  after  having  suffered  his  penalty,  or 
having  been  pardoned. 

He  shall  moreover  not  be  tried  or  punished  for  any  crime  or  offense  pro- 
vided for  by  this  convention  committed  previous  to 'his  extradition,  other 
than  that  which  gave  rise  to  the  extradition,  without  the  consent  of  the 
Government  which  surrendered  him,  which  may,  if  it  think  proper,  require 
the  production  of  one  of  the  documents  mentioned  in  Article  Vil  of  this 
convention. 

The  consent  of  that  Government  shall  likewise  be  required  for  the  extra- 
dition of  the  accused  to  a  third  country;  nevertheless  such  consent  shall 
not  be  necessary  when  the  accused  shall  have  asked  of  his  own  accord  to  be 
tried  or  to  undergo  his  punishment,  or  when  he  shall  not  have  left  within 
the  space  of  time  above  specified  the  territory  of  the  country  to  which  he 
has  been  surrendered. 

Art.  IV.  Tlie  provisions  of  this  convention  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
persons  guilty  of  any  political  crime  or  offense,  or  of  one  connected  with 
such  a  crime  or  offense.  A  person  who  has  been  surrendered  on  account 
of  one  of  the  common  crimes  or  offenses  mentioned  in  Article  11,  shall  con- 
sequently, in  no  case,  be  prosecuted  nnd  punished  in  the  State  to  which 
his  extradition  has  been  granted  on  account  of  a  political  crime  or  offense 
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committed  by  him  previoosly  to  his  extradition,  or  on  account  of  an  act  con- 
nected with  such  political  crime  or  offense,  unless  he  has  been  at  liberty  to 
leave  the  country  for  one  month  after  having  been  tried,  and,  in  case  of 
condemnation,  for  one  month  after  having  siifEered  his  punishment,  or  hav- 
ing been  pardoned. 

An  attempt  against  the  life  of  the  head  of  a  foreign  Government,  or 
against  that  of  any  mem1)er  of  his  family  when  such  attempt  comprises 
the  act  either  of  murder,  or  assassination,  or  of  poisoning,  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered a  political  offense  or  an  act  connected  with  such  an  offense. 

Art.  y.  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up 
its  own  citizens  or  subjects  under  the  stipulations  of  this  convention. 

Art.  yi.  If  the  person,  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed  pursuant  to  the 
stipulations  of  the  present  treaty,  shall  have  been  arrested  for  the  commis- 
sion of  offenses  in  the  country  where  he  has  sought  an  asylum,  or  shall 
have  been  convicted  thereof,  his  extradition  may  be  deferred  until  he  shall 
have  been  acquitted,  or  have  served  the  term  of  imprisonment  to  which  he 
may  have  been  sentenced. 

Art;  yn.  Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall 
be  made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  contracting  parties,  or, 
in  the  event  of  the  absence  of  these  from  the  country  or  its  seat  of  gov- 
ernment, they  may  be  made  by  the  superior  consular  officers. 

If  the  person  whose  extradition  may  be  asked  for  shall  have  been  con- 
victed of  a  crime  or  offense,  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  in  which 
he  may  have  been  convicted,  authenticated  under  its  seal,  and  attestation 
of  the  official  character  of  the  judge  by  the  proper  executive  authority, 
and  of  the  latter  by  the  Minister  or  Consul  of  the  United  States  or  of  Bel- 
gium, respectively,  shall  accompany  the  requisition .  When,  however,  the 
fugitive  shall  have  been  merely  charged  with  crime,  a  duly  authenticated 
copy  of  the  warrant  for  his  arrest  in  the  country  where  the  crime  may  have 
been  committed,  and  of  the  depositions  upon  which  such  warrant  may 
have  been  issued,  must  accompany  the  requisition  as  aforesaid . 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  or,  the  proper  executive  authority  in 

« 

Belgium  may  then  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive,  in 
order  that  he  may  be  brought  before  the  proper  judicial  authority  for  ex- 
amination. If  it  should  then  be  decided  that,  according  to  the  law  and  the 
evidence,  the  extradition  is  due  pursuant  to  the  treaty,  the  fugitive  may  be 
given  up  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  in  such  cases. 

Art.  yin.  The  expenses  of  the  arrest,  detention,  and  transportation  of 
the  persons  claimed  shall  be  paid  by  the  Government  in  whose  name  the 
requisition  has  been  made. 

Art.  IX.  Extradition  shall  not  be  granted,  in  pursuance  of  the  provis- 
ions of  this  convention,  if  legal  proceedings  or  the  enforcement  of  the 
penalty  for  the  act  committed  by  the  person  claimed  has  become  barred  by 
limitation,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  to  which  the  requisition  is 
addressed. 
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Abt.  X.  All  articles  found  in  the  possession  of  the  accused  party  and  ob- 
tained through  the  commisaion  of  the  acts  with  which  he  is  charged,  or 
that  may  be  used  as  evidence  of  the  crime  for  which  his  extradition  is  de- 
manded, shall  be  seized  if  the  conipetent  authority  shall  so  order,  and  shall 
be  surrendered  with  his  person. 

The  rights  of  third  parties  jto  the  articles  so  found  shall,  nevertheless,  be 
respected. 

Art.  XI.  The  present  convention  shall  take  effect  thirty  days  after  the 
exchange  of  ratifications. 

After  it  shall  have  taken  effect,  the  convention  of  March  19,  1874,  shall 
cease  to  be  in  force  and  shall  be  superseded  by  the  present  convention 
which  shall,  continue  to  have  binding  force  for  six  months  after  a  de- 
sire for  its  termination  shall  have  been  expressed  in  due  form  by  one  of  the 
two  Governments  to  the  other. 

It  shall  be  ratified,  and  its  ratification  shall  be  exchanged  at  Washington 
as  soon  as  possible. 

In  witness  whereof  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  above 
articles,  both  in  the  English  and  French  languages,  and  they  have  there- 
unto affixed  their  seals. 

Done  in  duplicate,  at  the  city  of  Washington,  this  thirteenth  day  of 
June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eighty-two. 

[SEAL.]  FREDERICK  T.  FRELINGHUYSEN. 

[SBAL.]  TH'OR  de  BOUNDER  de  MELSBROECK. 

XXXn.  Spain  (Sufplsmsntart),  Auoust  7,  1882. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  His  Majesty  the  King 
of  Spain,  being  satisfied  of  the  propriety  of  adding  some  articles  to  the  ex- 
tradition convention  concluded  between  the  United  States  and  Spain  on 
the  fifth  day  of  January,  1877,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of 
justice  and  the  prevention  of  crime  within  their  respective  territories  and 
jurisdictions,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  supplementary  convention  for 
that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries: 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  Frederick  T.  Frelinghuysen,  Esquire, 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  and  His  Majesty  the  King  of  Spaiot 
His  Excellency  Don  Francisco  Barca,  Knight  Grand  Cross  of  the  Roysl 
American  Order  of  Isabel  La  Catolica,  His  Majesty^s  Envoy  Extraordinary 
and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  near  the  Government  of  the  United  States; 
who,  after  having  reciprocally  exhibited  their  full  powers,  found  in  good 
and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  and  concluded  the  following  articles: 

Abtiolb  I.  Paragraph  5  of  Article  II  of  the  aforesaid  convention  of 
January  5,  1877,  is  abrogated  and  the  following  substituted: 

6.  Crimes  committed  at  sea: 

(a.)  Piracy  as  commonly  known  and  defined  by  the  law  of  nations. 

(b.)  Destruction  or  loss  of  a  vessel  caused  intentionally,  or  conspiracy 
and  attempt  to  bring  about  such  destruction  or  loss,  when  committed  by 
any  person  or  persons  on  board  of  said  vessel,  on  the  high  seas. 
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(c)  Mutiny  or  conspiracy  by  two  or  more  members  of  the  crew  or  other 
persons  on  board  of  a  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  for  the  purpose  of  rebelling 
against  the  authority  of  the  captain  or  commander  of  such  vessel,  or  by 
fraud  or  violence  taking  possession  of  such  vessel. 

Paragraph  12  of  said  Article  II  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

12.  The  embezzlement  or  criminal  malversation  of  public  funds  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  or  the  other  {>arty,  by  public  officers  or 
depositaries. 

Paragraph  13  of  said  article  II  is  likewise  modified  to  read  as  follows: 

13.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired,  salaried,  or  employed 
to  the  detriment  of  their  employers  or  principals,  when  the  crime  or  offense 
is  punishable  by  imprisonment  or  other  corporal  punishment  by  the  laws  of 
both  countries. 

Paragraph  14  of  said  Article  II  is  likewise  modified  to  read  as  follows: 

14.  Kidnapping  of  minors  or  adults,  defined  to  be  the  abduction  or 
detention  of  a  person  or  persons,  in  order  to  exact  money  from  them,  or  from 
their  families,  or  for  any  other  unlawful  end. 

Abt.  n.  In  continuation  and  as  forming  part  of  Article  II  of  the  afore- 
said convention  of  January  5,  1877,  shall  be  added  the  following  para- 
graphs: 

15.  Obtaining  by  threats  of  injury,  or  false  devices,  money,  valuables,  or 
other  personal  property,,  and  the  purchase  of  the  same  with  the  knowledge 
that  they  have  been  so  obtained,  when  the  crimes  or  offenses  are  punishable 
by  imprisonment  or  other  corporal  punishment  by  the  laws  of  both  countries. 

16.  Larceny,  defined  to  be  the  thtft  of  effects,  personal  property  or  money, 
of  the  value  of  twenty-five  dollars  or  more. 

17.  Slave-trade,  according  to  the  laws  of  each  of  the  two  countries  re- 
spectively. 

18.  Complicity  in  any  of  the  crimes  or  offenses  enumerated  in  the 
convention  of  January  5,  1877,  as  well  as  in  these  additional  articles,  pro- 
vided that  the  persons  charged  with  such  complicity  be  subject  as  acces- 
sories to  imprisonment  or  other  corporal  punishment  by  the  laws  of  both 
countries. 

Abt.  III.  After  article  XI  of  the  aforesaid  convention  of  January  5,  1877, 
shall  be  inserted  the  two  following  articles : 

ARTICLE  XIL 

If  when  a  person  accused  shall  have  been  arrested  in  virtue  of  the  mandate 
or  preliminary  warrants  of  arrest  issued  by  the  competent  authority  as 
provided  in  Article  XI  hereof,  and  been  brought  before  a  judge  or  magis- 
trate to  the  end  of  the  evidence  of  his  or  her  guilt  being  heard  and  ex- 
amined as  hereinbefore  provided,  it  shall  appear  that  the  mandate  or  pre- 
liminary warrant  of  arrest  has  been  issued  in  pursuance  of  a  request  or 
declaration  received  by  telegraph  from  the  Government  asking  for  the  ex- 
tradition, it  shall  be  competent  for  the  judge  or  magistrate  at  his  discre- 
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tion  to  hold  the  accused  for  a  period  not  exceeding  twenty-five  days,  so 
that  the  demanding  Government  may  have  opportunity  to  lay  before  inch 
judge  or  magistrate  legal  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  acciiaed;  aud  if,  &t 
the  expiration  of  said  period  of  twenty-five  daya,  euch  legal  evidence  ihall 
not  have  been  produced  before  such  judge  or  magistrate,  the  person  ar- 
rested shall  be  released;  provided  that  the  examination  of  the  charges  pre- 
ferred against  such  accused  person  shall  not  be  actually  going  on. 

ARTICLE  Xin. 

In  every  case  of  a  request  made  by  either  of  the  two  contractiog  parties 
for  the  arrest,  detention  or  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals  in  pursuance 
of  the  convention  of  January  6,  1877,  and  of  these  additional  articles,  tiie 
legal  officers  or  fiscal  ministry  of  i^e  country  ^here  the  proceedings  of 
extradition  are  had,  shall  assist  the  officers  of  the  Government  demanding 
the  extradition,  before  the  respective  judges  and  magistrates,  by  every  legal 
means  within  their  or  its  power;  and  no  claim  whatever  for  compeusation 
for  any  of  the  services  so  rendered  shall  be  made  against  the  Government 
demanding  the  extradition ;  provided,  however,  that  any  officer  or  officers 
of  the  surrendering  Government,  so  giving  assistance,  who  shall,  in  the 
usual  course  of  their  duty,  receive  no  salary  or  compensation  other  than 
specific  fees  for  services  performed,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
Government  demanding  the  extradition  the  custcTmary  fees  for  the  acts  or 
services  performed  by  them,  in  tlie  same  manner  and  to  the  same  amount 
as  though  such  acts  or  services  had  been  performed  in  ordinary  criminal 
proceedings  under  the  laws  of  the  country  of  which  they  are  officers. 

Art.  IY.  All  the  provisions  of  the  aforesaid  convention  of  the  5th  of 
January,  1877,  not  abrogated  by  these  additional  articles,  shall  apply  to 
these  articles  with  the  same  force  as  to  the  said  original  convention. 

This  additional  convention  shall  be  ratified  and  the  ratifications  exchanged 
at  Washington  as  soon  as  may  be  practicable ;  and  upon  the  exchange  of 
ratifications  it  shall  have  immediate  effect  and  form  a  part  of  the  aforesaid 
convention  of  January  5,  1877,  and  continue  and  be  terminable  in  like  man- 
ner therewith. 

In  testimony  whereof  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
present  additional  convention,  in  duplicate,  in  the  l^glish  and  Spanish 
languages,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  the  city  of  Washington,  this  7th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eighty-two. 

FREDK.  T.  FRELINGHUYSSN.  [skai.] 
FRANCO  BARCA.  [sial.] 


11. 

EXTRADITION  UWS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 


These  laws  are  divided  into  three  classes!  tbA  first  embracing  those  laws 
that  relate  to  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals  in  pursuance  of  treaties 
of  the  United  States;  the  second,  those  that  relate  to  the  extradition  of 
fugitive  criminals  between  the  States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States, 
and  between  these  States  and  Territories  and  the  District  of  Columbia; 
and  the  third,  those  that  relate  to  the  capture  and  surrender  of  deserting 
seamen. 

I.  Ihtkbnatzonal  EXTRABrnON. 

The  laws  regulating  the  extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice  under 
treaties  of  the  United  States  are  of  two  classes ;  the  first  relating  to  such 
extradition/rom  the  United  States;  and  the  second,  to  extradition  to  the 
United  States.  The  laws  contained  in  the  former  of  these  classes,  as 
found  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  are  as  follows  : 

1 .  ExAimriMa  Maqistuates.  Sbo.  5270.  Whenever  there  is  a  treaty  or 
convention  for  extradition  between  the  Government  of  the  Um'ted  States 
and  any  foreign  government,  any  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  circuit 
judge,  district  judge,  commissioner  authorized  so  to  do  by  any  of  the  courts 
of  ihe  United  States,  or  judge  of  a  court  of  record  of  general  jurisdiction 
of  any  State,  may,  upon  complaint,  made  under  oath,  charging  any  person 
found  within  the  limits  of  any  State,  district  or  territory,  with  having  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  such  foreign  government  any  of  the 
crimes  provided  for  by  such  treaty  or  convention,  issue  his  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  person  so  charged,  that  he  may  be  brought  before 
such  justice,  judge  or  commissioner,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  crimi- 
nality may  be  heard  and  considered.  If,  on  such  hearing,  he  deems  the 
evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  under  the  provisions  of  the  propiT 
treaty  or  convention,  he  shall  certify  the  same,  together  with  a  copy  of  all  the 
testimony  taken  before  him,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  that  a  warrant  may 
issue  upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper  authorities  of  such  foreign  gov- 
ernment for  the  surrender  of  such  person  according  to  the  stipulations  of 
tlie  treaty  or  convention;  and  he  shall  issue  his  warrant  for  the  commitment 
of  the  person  so  charged  to  the  proper  jail,  there  to  remain  until  such  sur- 
render shall  be  made. 
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2.  DocuMKirrABT  Pboof.    Sec.  5271,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  Jane  19, 
1876.     In  every  case  of  complaint  and  of  a  hearing  upon  the  return  of  a 
warrant  of  arrest,  any  depositions,  warrants  or  other  papers  offered  in  evi- 
dence shall  be  admitted  and  received  for  the  purpose  of  such  hearing,  if 
they  shall  be  properly  and  legally  authenticated  so  as  to  entitle  them  to 
be  received  as  evidence  of  the  criminality  of  the  person  so  apprehended, 
by  the  tribunals  of  the  foreign  country  from  which  the  accused  party 
shall  have  escaped,  and  copies  of  any  such  depositions^  warrants  or  other 
papers,  shall,  if  authenticated  according  to  the  law  of  such  foreign  country, 
be  in  like  manner  received  as  evidence;  and  the  certificate  of  the  principal 
diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of  the  United  States  resident  in  such  for- 
eign country  shall  be  proof  that  any  such  deposition,  warrant  or  other 
paper,  or  copy  thereof,  is  authenticated  in  the  manner  required  by  this 
section. 

8.  ExBOUTiVK  Delxyebt.  Sbo.  5272.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  under  his  hand  and  seal  of  office,  to  order  the  person  so 
committed  to  be  delivered  to  such  person  as  shall  be  authorized,  in  the 
name  and  on  behalf  of  such  foreign  Government,  to  be  tried  for  the  crime 
of  which  such  person  shall  be  so  accused,  and  such  person  shall  be  deliv- 
ered up  accordingly;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  person  so  authorized 
to  hold  such  person  in  custody  and  to  take  him  to  the  territory  of  such 
foreign  government,  pursuant  to  such  treaty.  If  the  person  so  accused 
shall  escape  out  of  any  custody  to  which  he  shall  be  committed,  or  to 
which  he  shall  be  delivered,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  retake  such  person  in  the 
same  manner  as  any  person  accused  of  any  crime  against  the  laws  in  force 
in  that  part  of  the  United  States  to  which  he  shall  so  escape,  may  be  re- 
taken on  an  escape. 

4.  LisuTATiON  OF  TiMB.  Sbc.  6273.  Whenever  any  person  who  is 
committed  under  this  title  or  any  treaty  to  remain  until  delivered  up  in 
pursuance  of  a  requisition,  is  not  so  delivered  up  and  conveyed  out  of  the 
United  States  within  two  calendar  months  after  such  commitment,  over 
and  above  the  time  actually  required  to  convey  the  prisoner  from  the  jail 
to  which  he  was  committed,  by  the  readiest  way,  out  of  the  United  States, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  judge  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  State, 
upon  application  made  to  him  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  person  so  commit- 
ted, and  upon  proof  made  to  him  that  reasonable  notice  of  the  intentioo 
to  make  such  application  has  been  given  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  order 
the  person  so  committed  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  anleas  suffi- 
cient cause  is  shown  to  such  judge  why  such  discharge  ought  not  to  he 
ordered. 

5.  ApFLiCATioic  OF  THE  Laws.  Ssa  6274.  The  provisions  of  this  title 
relating  to  the  surrender  of  persons  who  have  committed  crimes  in  foreigQ 
countries  shall  continue  in  force  during  the  existence  of  any  treaty  of  ti- 
tradition  with  any  foreign  government  and  no  longer. 

The  laws  of  the  second  class,  relating  to  extradition  to  the  United  States^ 
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are  embraced  in  the  following  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  tlie 
United  States: 

6.  Protection  of  the  Fuoitive.  Sec.  6275.  Whenever  any  person  is 
delivered  by  any  foreign  government  to  an  agent  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  brought  within  the  United  States  and  tried  for  any 
crime  of  which  he  is  duly  accused,  the  President  shall  have  power  to  take 
all  necessary  measures  for  the  transportation  and  safe-keeping  of  such 
accused  person  and  for  his  security  against  lawless  violence,  until  the  final 
conclusion  of  his  trial  for  the  crimes  or  offenses  specified  in  the  warrant  of 
extradition,  and  until  his  final  discharge  from  custody  or  imprisonment  for 
or  on  account  of  such  crimes  or  offenses,  and  for  a  reasonable  time  there- 
after, and  may  employ  such  portion  of  the  land  or  naval  forces  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  the  militia  thereof,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  safe- 
keeping and  protection  of  the  accused. 

7.  Powers  of  the  Agent.  Sec.  6276.  Any  person  duly  appointed  as 
agent  to  receive,  in  behalf  of  the  United  States,  the  delivery,  by  a  foreign 
government,  of  any  person  accused  of  crime  committed  within  the  jurisdic- 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  convey  him  to  the  place  of  his  trial,  shall 
have  all  the  powers  of  a  marshal  of  the  United  States,  in  the  several  dis- 
tricts through  which  it  maybe  necessary  for  him  to  pass  with  such  prisoner, 
so  far  as  such  power  is  requisite  for  the  prisoner's  safe-keeping. 

8.  Penalty  for  Interference.  Sec.  6277.  Every  person  who  know- 
ingly and  willfully  obstructs,  resists  or  opposes  such  agent  in  the  execution 
of  his  duties,  or  who  rescues  or  attempts  to  rescue  such  prisoner,  whether 
in  the  custody  of  the  agent  or  of  any  officer  or  person  to  whom  his  custody 
has  lawfully  been  committed,  shall  be  punishable  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars,  and  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  one 
year. 

9.  The  Act  of  August  3,  1882.  (22  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  215).— 
This  act,  designed  to  be  supplementary  to  the  provisions  contained  in  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  provides  as  follows : 

(1.)  Extradition  Practice,  (Sec.  1.)  —  That  all  hearings  in  cases  of  extra- 
dition under  treaty  stipulation  or  convention  shall  be  held  on  land,  pub- 
licly, and  in  a  room  or  ofiice  easily  accessible  to  the  public. 

(2.)  Commimoners^  Fees,  (Sec.  2.)  —  That  the  following  shall  be  the  fees 
paid  to  commissioners  in  cases  of  extradition  under  treaty  stipulation  or 
convention  between  the  government  of  the  United  States  and  any  foreign 
government,  and  no  other  fees  or  compensation  shall  be  allowed  to  or  re- 
ceived by  them : 

(a.)  For  administering  an  oath,  ten  cents. 

(&.)  For  taking  an  acknowledgment,  twenty-five  cents. 

(c.)  For  taking  and  certifying  depositions  to  file,  twenty  cents  for  each 
folio. 

(d,)  For  each  copy  of  the  same  furnished  to  a  party  on  request^  ten  cents 
for  each  folio. 
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(e.)  For  issuing  any  warrant  or  writ,  and  for  any  other  service,  the  ame 
compeusatioQ  as  is  allowed  clerks  for  like  services. 

(/.)  For  issuing  any  warrant  under  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of 
August  9,  1842,  between  the  United  States  and  the  Queen  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  against  any  person  charged  with  any 
crime  or  offense  as  set  forth  in  said  article,  two  dollars. 

(^.)  For  issuing  any  warrant  under  the  provision  of  the  convention  for 
the  surrender  of  criminals,  between  the  United  States  and  the  King  of  the 
French,  concluded  at  Washington,  November  9,  1848,  two  dollars. 

(A.)  For  hearing  and  deciding  upon  the  case  of  any  person  charged  with 
any  crime  or  offense,  and  arrested  under  the  provisions  of  any  treaty  or 
convention,  five  dollars  a  day  for  the  time  necessarily  employed. 

(3.)  StibpcBna  of  Witnesses.  (Sec.  3.)  —  That  on  the  hearing  of  any  case 
under  a  claim  of  extradition  by  any  foreign  government,  upon  affidavit 
being  filed  by  the  person  charged  setting  forth  that  there  are  witnesses 
whose  evidence  is  material  to  his  defense,  that  he  cannot  safely  go  to  trial 
without  them,  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  each  of  them,  and  that  he  is 
nut  possessed  of  sufficient  means,  and  is  actually  unable  to  pay  the  fees  of 
such  witnesses,  the  judge  or  commissioner  before  whom  such  claim  for 
extradition  is  heard  may  order  that  such  witnesses  be  subpoBuaed ;  and  in 
such  cases  the  costs  incurred  by  the  process  and  the  fees  of  witnesses  shall 
be  paid  in  the  same  manner  that  similar  fees  are  paid  in  the  case  of  wit- 
nesses subpoenaed  in  behalf  of  the  United  States. 

(4.)  Witness  Fees,  ete.j  certified,  (Sec.  4.)  —  That  all  witness  fees  and  costs 
of  every  nature  in  cases  of  extradition,  including  the  fees  of  the  commis- 
sioner, shall  be  certified  by  the  judge  or  commissioner  before  whom  the 
hearing  shall  take  place  to  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  who 
is  hereby  authorized  to  allow  the  payment  thereof  out  of  the  appropriation 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  judiciary ;  and  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
cause  the  amoimt  of  said  fees  and  costs  so  allowed  to  be  reimbursed  to  the 
government  of  the  United  States  by  the  foreign  government  by  whom  the 
proceedings  for  extradition  may  have  been  instituted. 

(5.)  T?ie  Evidence  on  the  Hearing,  (Sec.  6.) — That  in  all  cases  where 
any  depositions,  warrants,  or  other  papers,  or  copies  thereof,  shall  be  offered 
in  evidence  upon  the  hearing  of  any  extradition  case  under  Title  66  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  such  depositions,  warrants,  and  other 
papers,  or  the  copies  thereof,  shall  be  received  and  admitted  as  evidence  on 
such  hearing,  for  all  the  purposes  of  such  hearing,  if  they  shall  be  properly 
and  legally  authenticated,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  received  for  similar 
purposes  by  the  tribunals  of  the  foreign  country  from  which  the  accused 
party  shall  have  escaped,  and  the  certificate  of  the  principal  diplomatic  or 
consular  officer  of  the  United  States  resident  in  such  foreign  country,  shall 
be  proof  that  any  deposition,  warrant  or  other  paper,  or  copies  thereof,  so 
offered,  are  authenticated  in  the  manner  required  by  this  act. 

(6.)  Repealing  Clause,     The  act  approved  June  19,  1876,  entitled  '^  An  act 
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to  amend  section  5271  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,"  and 
so  much  of  said  section  5271  of  the  Rensed  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
as  is  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  are  hereby  repealed. 

(ID  Ihtbb-Statb  akd  TsRBiroRiiLL  Extradition. 

The  laws  relating  to  extradition  in  this  form  are  contained  in  the  follow* 
ing  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States: 

1.  Dblivbrt  and  its  Conditions.  Seo.  5278.  Whenever  the  executive 
authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  demands  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  which  such 
person  has  fled,  and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  an  affidavit 
made  before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory,  charging  the  person 
demanded  with  having  committed  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  certified 
as  authentic  by  the  Gk>vemor  or  chief  magistrate  of  the  State  or  Territory 
from  whence  the  person  so  charged  has  fled,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  to  which  such  person  has 
fled  to  cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  secured,  and  to  cause  notice  of  the  arrest 
to  be  given  to  the  executive  authority  making  such  demand,  or  to  the  agent 
of  such  authority  appointed  to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  to  cause  the  fugi- 
tive to  be  delivered  to  such  agent  when  he  shall  appear.  If  no  such  agent 
appears  within  six  months  from  the  time  of  the  arrest,  the  prisoner  maybe 
discharged.  All  costs  or  expenses  incurred  in  the  apprehending,  securing 
and  transmitting  such  fugitive  to  the  State  or  Territory  making  such  demand 
shall  be  paid  by  such  State  or  Territory. 

2.  Thb  Agent  and  his  Powers.  Sec.  5279.  Any  agent  so  appointed 
who  receives  the  fugitive  into  his  custody  shall  be  empowered  to  transport 
him  to  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  fled.  And  every  person  who, 
by  force,  sets  at  liberty  or  rescues  the  fugitive  from  such  agent  while  so 
transporting  him,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  five  hundred  dollars  or  im- 
prisoned not  more  than  one  year. 

3.  District  op  Columbia.  To  these  provisions  of  law  Congress  has 
added  section  848  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  relating  to 
the  District  of  Columbia,  which  reads  as  follows : 

In  all  cases  where  the  laws  of  the  United  States*  provide  that  fugitives 
from  justice  shall  be  delivered  up,  the  chief  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  cause  to  be  apprehended  and  delivered  up  such  fugitive  from  justice 
who  shall  be  found  within  the  District,  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the 
same  regulations  as  the  executive  authority  of  the  several  States  are  re- 
quired to  do  by  the  provisions  of  sections  fifty- two  hundred  and  seventy- 
eight  and  fifty- two  hundred  and  seventy-nine,  title  LXVI  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  "Extradition;"  and  all  executive  and  judicial  officers  are  re- 
quired to  obey  the  lawful  precepts  or  other  process  issued  for  that  purpose, 
and  to  aid  and  assist  in  such  delivery . 

80 
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III.   EZIIRADITIOK  OF   DeSBBTINO  SbAJUEK. 

The  Goverament  of  the  United  States  has  entered  into  treaties  with  other 
countries  for  the  mutual  restoration  of  deserting  seamen ;  and  for  the  exe- 
cution of  these  treaties,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  Congreas  has 
enacted  a  law,  found  in  section  5280  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  and  reading  as  follows : 

On  application  of  a  consul  or  vice-consul  of  any  foreign  govemmeat 
having  a  treaty  'with  the  United  States  stipulating  for  the  restoration  of 
seamen  deserting,  made  in  writing,  stating  that  the  person  therein  named 
has  deserted  from  a  vessel  of  any  such  government,  wliile  in  any  port  of 
the  United  States,  and  on  proof  by  the  exhibition  of  the  register  of  the 
vessel,  ship^s  roll,  or  other  official  document,  that  the  person  named  be- 
longed, at  the  time  of  the  desertion,  to  the  crew  of  such  vessel,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  any  court,  judge,  commissioner  of  any  Circuit  Court,  justice  or 
other  magbtrate,  having  competent  power  to  issue  warrants,  to  cause  such 
person  to  be  arrested  for  examination.  If,  on  examination,  the  facts  stated 
are  found  to  be  true,  the  person  arrested  not  being  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  shall  be  delivered  up  to  the  consul  or  vice-consul,  to  be  sent  back 
to  the  dominions  of  any  such  Government,  or,  on  the  request  and  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  consul  or  vice-consul,  shall  be  detained  until  the  consul  on  \ 
vice-consul  finds  an  opportunity  to  send  him  back  to  the  dominions  of  anyi 
such  Government.  (No  person  so  arrested  shall  be  detained  more  than  twol 
months  after  his  arrekt ;  but  at  the  end  of  that  time  shall  be  set  at  liberty,  I 
and  shall  not  be  again  molested  for  the  same  cause^  If  any  such  deserter  ' 
shall  be  found  to  have  committed  any  crime  or  offense,  his  surrender  may 
be  delayed  until  the  tribunal  before  which  the  case  shall  be  depending,  or 
maybe  cognizable,  shall  have  pronounced  its  sentence,  and  such  sentence 
shall  have  been  carried  into  effect.     (See  sections  4079-4081.) 

Prior  to  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  this  country  by  the  adoption  of  the 
Thirteenth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States^  Congress 
bad  enacted  two  acts —  one  in  1793,  and  the  other  in  1850  —  providing  for 
the  execution  of  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  declares  that  *'  no 
person  held  to  service  or  labor  in  one  State,  under  the  laws  thereof,  escaping 
into  another,  shall,  in  consequence  of  any  law  or  regulation  therein,  be  dis- 
charged from  such  service  or  labor,  but  sliall  be  delivered  up  on  claim  of 
the  party  to  whom  such  service  or  labor  is  due."    Both  of  these  acts  as- 
sumed the  constitutional  power  of  Congress  to  legislate  for  giving  effect  to 
this  provision  of  the  Constitution.     The  first  of  the  acts  came  under  the 
consideration  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  The 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania^  16  Pet.  589,  and  was  held  to  be  constita- 
tional.     The  second  act  was  considered  by  the  same  court,  in  AhUman  ▼. 
Booths  21  How.  506,  and  also  held  to  be  constitutional.    The  State  courts 
of  this  country,  with  but  few  exceptions,  accepted  the  opinion  given  in 
these  cases  as  decisive  on  the  question  of  law,  and  ruled  accordingly  when 
they  had  occasion  to  deal  with  the  subject.    Mr.  Bump,  in  his  Kotes  of 
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Constitntional  Decisions,  p.  298,  refers  to  the  leading  oases  in  which  the 
courts,  both  State  and  Federal,  have  given  their  judgments  in  respect  to 
the  extradition  or  rendition  of  fugitive  slaves. 

Slavery  being  abolished  by  the  Thirteenth  Amendment,  the  constitutional 
provision  for  the  capture  and  return  of  fugitive  slaves  is  practically  dead. 
There  is  no  law  for  their  capture,  and  there  are  no  slaves  in  this  country  to 
be  captured  and  returned  to  tlieir  masters.  This  is  one  of  the  beneficent 
results  and  compensations  arising  from  the  war  of  the  rebellion. 

The  language  of  the  constitutional  provision  in  respect  to  fugitive  slaves 
was,  in  BoaUr  v.  Cummines,  1  Amer.  Law  Reg.  654,  held  to  be  applicable 
to  the  capture  and  rendition  of  fugitive  apprentices.  They  were  regarded 
in  that  case  as  coming  under  the  description  of  persons  "held  to  service 
or  labor  in  one  State,"  and  liable  under  the  acts  of  Congress  of  1703  and 
1850,  upon  their  escape  into  another  State,  to  be  captured  and  restored  to 
the  persons  to  whom  such  service  of  labor  was  due.  The  provision,  even 
with  this  construction,  is  now  inoperative,  so  far  as  the  General  Govern- 
ment is  concerned,  since  there  is  no  law  to  carry  it  into  effect.  It  remains 
in  the  text  of  the  Constitution  as  an  obsolete  part  of  that  instrument. 


in. 
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I.  Alabama. 

[From  the  Code  of  Alabama^  187((,  pages  861-863 ;  Part  Fourth,  chapter  1.] 

Sbgtiok  3977  (4849).  PuoiTrvKS  from  othbr  States.  Any  person 
charged  in  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  with  treason,  felony, 
or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State,  must,  on 
the  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which 
he  fled,  be  delivered  up  by  the  Governor  of  this  State,  to  be  removed  to 
the  State  or  Territory  having  jurisdiction  of  such  crime. 

Sec.  8978  (4350).  Warrant  Issued  by  Magistratrs.  A  warrant  for 
the  apprehension  of  such  person  may  be  issued  by  any  magistrate  who  is 
authorized  to  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest. 

Sec.  3979(4351).  Procbbdinos  on  Arrest.  The  proceedings  for  the  arrest 
and  commitment  of  the  person  charged  are  in  all  respects  similar  to  those 
provided  in  this  Code  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  a  person  charged 
with  a  public  offense,  except  that  an  exemplified  copy  of  an  indictmeot 
found,  or  other  judicial  proceedings  had  against  him  in  the  State  or  Tern- 
tory  in  which  he  is  charged  to  have  committed  the  offense,  most  be  re- 
ccived  as  conclusive  evidence  before  the  magistrate. 

Src.  3980  (4352).  Commitment  to  Prison.  If,  from  the  examinatioD, 
it  appears  that  the  person  charged  has  committed  the  crime  alleged,  the 
magistrate  must,  by  warrant  reciting  the  accusation,  conmiit  him  to  jail  for  a 
time  specified  in  the  warrant,  which  the  magistrate  deems  reasonable,  to  ena- 
ble the  arrest  of  the  fugitive  to  be  made  under  the  warrant  of  the  executive  of 
this  State,  on  the  requisition  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Ter- 
ritory in  which  he  committed  the  offense,  unless  he  give  bail  as  provided 
in  the  next  section,  or  until  he  is  legally  discharged. 

Sec.  3981  (4353).  Bail,  when  to  be  taken.  —  The  magistrate  must, 
unless  the  offense  with  which  the  fugitive  is  charged  is  shown  to  be  an 
offense  punished  capitally  by  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  it  was  com- 
mitted, admit  the  person  arrested  to  bail  by  bond  or  undertaking,  with 
sufficient  sureties,  and  in  such  sum  as  he  deems  proper,  for  his  appearance 
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before  him  at  a  time  spedfled  in  such  bond  or  undertaking,  and  for  his 
surrender,  to  be  arrested  upon  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State. 

Bbc.  8982  (4864).  When  Ektitlbd  to  Discharob. — If  such  person  is 
lot  arrested  under  the  warrant  of  the  Governor,  before  the  expiration  of 
the  time,  specified  in  the  warrant,  bond  or  undertaking,  he  must  be  dis- 
charged from  custody  on  bail. 

Sbc.  8988  (4855).  Jail  Fbbs. —  No  jailer  is  bound  to  receive  any  person 
committed  under  a  warrant  issued  under  the  provisions  af  this  chapter,  un- 
less his  jail  fees  for  the  time  specified  in  such  warrant  are  paid  in  advance. 

Sec.  8984  (4356).  FoRPErruRB  of  Bail. —  If  the  fugitive  is  discharged 
on  bail,  and  fails  to  appear  or  surrender  himself,  according  to  his  bond  or 
undertaking,  the  magistrate  must  indorse  thereon  *' forfeited,  ^^  sign  liis 
name  thereto,  and  return  it  to  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  by  the  first 
day  of  the  next  term;  and  a  conditional  judgment  must  be  rendered 
thereon,  and  proceedings  had,  as  in  case  of  bonds  or  undertakings  for- 
feited in  the  courts,  the  indorsement  of  the  magistrate  being  presumptive 
evidence  of  the  forfeiture. 

Sec.  8985  (4857).  Procbedings  on  Expiration  of  Tiicb. —  At  the  expi- 
ration of  the  time  specified  in  the  warrant,  the  magistrate  may  discharge 
or  recommit  him  to  a  further  day,  or  may  take  ball  for  his  appearance  and 
surrender,  as  provided  in  section  8981  (4858) ;  and  on  his  appearance,  or  if 
he  has  been  bailed  and  appear  according  to  the  terms  of  his  bond  or  under- 
taking, the  magistrate  may  either  discharge  him  therefor,  or  may  require 
him  to  enter  into  a  new  bond  or  undertaking,  to  appear  and  surrender  him- 
self at  another  day. 

Sbc.  8986  (4858).  When  thb  Surrbndbr  is  Diborbtionary.  If  a  crim- 
inal prosecution  has  been  insitituted  against  such  person  under  the  laws  of 
this  State  the  Governor  may  or  not,  at  his  discretion,  surrender  such  person 
on  the  demand  of  the  executive  of  another  State,  before  he  has  been  tried 
and  punished,  if  convicted,  or  discharged. 

Sec.  8987  (4859).  Thb  Governor's  Warrant.  A  warrant  from  the  exe- 
cutive may  be  directed  to  tlie  sheriff,  coroner,  or  any  other  person  whom  he 
may  think  fit  to  entrust  with  the  execution  of  the  same. 

Sec.  8988  (4860).  Execution  of  the  Warrant.  Such  warrant  author- 
izes the  officer  or  person  to  whom  it  is  directed  to  arrest  the  fugitive  at  any 
place  within  the  State,  and  to  require  the  aid  of  all  sheriffs  and  constables 
to  whom  the  same  is  shown,  to  aid  and  assist  in  the  execution  thereof. 

Sec.  8989  (4361).  Authority  of  Arresting  Officers.  Svery  such  ofii- 
cer  or  person  has  the  same  authority  in  arresting  the  fugitive  to  command 
assistance  therein,  as  sheriffs  and  other  officers  by  law  have  in  the  execu- 
tion of  criminal  process  directed  to  them,  with  the  like  penalties  on  those 
who  refuse  their  assistance. 

Sec.  8990  (4862).  Confinbhbnt  in  Jauj  in  Transit.  The  ofilcer  or 
person  executing  such  warrant  may,  when  necessary,  confine  the  prisoner  ar- 
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rested  by  him  in  the  jail  of  any  county  through  which  he  may  pass ;  and  the 
keeper  of  such  jail  must  receive  and  safely  keep  the  prisoner  untU  the  per- 
son having  charge  of  him  is  ready  to  proceed  on  his  route,  such  person  be- 
ing chargeable  with  the  expenses  of  keeping. 


II.  Arkansas. 

[From  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Arkansas,  1874,  pages  564-^66,  chapter 
63.] 

I.  Arrest  upon  Requisition. 

Section  2965.  Issue  of  the  Executive  Warrant.  Whenever  the  ex. 
ecutive  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States  shall  demand 
of  the  executive  of  this  State  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  having 
complied  with  the  requisitions  of  the  act  of  Congress  in  that  case  made. and 
provided,t  it  shall  'be  the  duty  of  the  executive  of  this  State  to  issue  his 
warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  directed  to  any  sheriff,  coroner,  or 
other  person,  whom  he  may  think  fit  to  intrust  with  the  execution  of  such 
warrant. 

Sec.  2966.  Authoritt  of  the  Warrant.  Such  warrant  shall  author- 
ize the  person  to  whom  it  may  be  dii'ected  to  arrest  the  fugitive  anywhere 
within  the  limits  of  this  State,  and  to  convey  him  to  any  place  withm  the 
State  which  the  executive  may  in  his  warrant  direct;  and  commanding  all 
sheriffs,  constables,  coroners,  and  other  officers,  to  whom  the  same  may  be 
shown  to  aid  and  assist  in  the  execution  thereof. 

Seo.  2967.  Execution  of  thfc  Warrant.  Every  such  warrant  may  be 
executed  in  any  part  of  the  State,  and  the  officer  or  person  to  whom  it  ia 
directed  shall  have  the  same  power  to  command  assistance  therein,  and  ia 
receiving  and  conveying  to  the  proper  place  any  person  duly  arrested,  as 
sheriffs  and  other  officers  by  law  have  in  the  execution  of  civil  and  crim- 
inal process  directed  to  them,  with  like  penalties  on  those  who  refuse  their 
assistance. 

Sec.  2968.  Coitfinement  in  Jail  in  Transit.  The  officer  or  person 
executing  such  warrant  may,  when  necessary,  confine  the  prL>oner  arrested 
by  him  in  the  jail  of  any  county  through  which  he  may  pass  in  conveying 
such  prisoner  to  the  place  commanded  in  the  warrant,  and  the  keeper  of 
such  jail  shall  receive  and  safely  keep  such  prisoner  until  the  person  having 
him  in  charge  shall  be  ready  to  proceed  on  his  route.* 

Sec.  2969.  Expenses  Incurred.  The  expenses  which  may  accrue  under 
the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  chapter,  being  first  ascertained  by  the  execu- 
tive, shall,  on  his  certificate,  be  allowed  and  paid  out  of  the  State 
treasury. 

t  See  Const,  of  the  U.  8. ,  Art.  IV,  and  Act  of  Ckingress  passed  Feb.  12, 1793, 1 U.  S. 
Stat.  8(tt. 

^  It  seems  that  no  person  no  In  custody  can  be  dlsoharj^  on  torit  of  habeai  oorput. 
See  Sec.  3130,  Bey.  Stat,  of  Arkansas,  sub-divUion  fourth. 
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n.  Abbsst  prior  to  Requisition. 

Section  2970.  Warrant  upon  Oath  or  Affirmation.  Whenever  any 
person  within  this  State  shall  be  charged,  on  the  oath  or  afHrmation  of  any 
creditable  person,  before  any  judge  or  jastice  of  the  peace  of  this  State, 
with  the  commission  of  any  crime  in  any  other  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  such  person  liath  fled  from  justice,  such  judge  or 
justice  shall  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  such  person. 

Sec.  2071.  Bail  mat  be  taken.  If  on  examination  it  shall  appear  to 
the  judge  or  justice  that  the  person  charged  is  guilty  of  the  crime  as  alleged, 
he  shall  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county,  or  if  the  offense  is  bailable, 
take  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  the 
county. 

Sec.  2972.  Mode  uf  Procedure.  The  judge  or  justice  shall  proceed 
in  the  examination  of  such  person  in  the  same  manner  as  is  required  wlien 
a  person  is  brought  before  such  officer  charged  with  an  offense  against  the 
laws  of  this  State,  and  shall  reduce  the  examination  to  writing,  and  make 
return  thereof,  as  in  other  cases;  and  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  the  exami- 
nation and  proceedings  to  the  executive  of  this  State  without  delay. 

Sec.  2978.  Delivery  without  a  Copt  of  the  Indictment.  If,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  executive,  the  examination  contains  sufficient  evidence  to 
warrant  the  finding  of  an  indictment,  he  shall  forwith  notify  the  executive 
of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  such  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted of  the  proceedings  against  the  person  arrested,  and  that  he  will  be 
delivered  on  demand,  without  requiring  a  copy  of  the  indictment  to  accom- 
pany the  demand. 

Sec.  2974.  Warrant  to  the  Sheriff.  When  a  demand  shall  be  made 
for  the  offender,  the  executive  shall  forthwith  issue  his  warrant,  under  the 
seal  of  the  State,  to  the  sheriff  of  tlie  county  wherein  the  party  charged  is 
committed  or  bailed,  conunanding  him  to  surrender  the  accused  to  such 
messenger  as  shall  be  therein  named,  to  be  conveyed  out  of  the  State. 

Sec.  2975.  Accused  if  Rblbased  on  Bail  to  be  Arrested.  If  the 
accused  shall  be  at  large,  on  bail  or  otherwise,  the  sheriff  shall  forthwith 
arrest  him,  anywhere  within  the  State,  and  surrender  him  agreeably  to  the 
command  of  the  warrant 

Sec.  2976.  Discharge  of  the  Recognizance.  In  all  cases  where  the 
party  shall  have  been  admitted  to  bail,  and  shall  appear  according  to  the 
condition  of  his  recognizance,  and  he  shall  not  have  been  demanded,  the 
Circuit  Court  may  discharge  the  recognizance,  or  continue  it,  according  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  such  as  the  distance  of  the  place  where  the 
offense  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  the  time  since  the  arrest,  the 
nature  of  the  evidence,  and  the  like. 

Sec.  2977.  Right  to  the  Discharge.  In  no  case  shall  the  accused 
be  kept  in  prison,  or  held  to  bail,  beyond  the  end  of  the  second  term  of 
the  Circuit  Court  after  the  arrest,  if  no  demand  shall  be  made  for  him 
within  that  time,  but  shall  be  discharged. 
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Sec.  2978.  Foafbiturbs  to  Inure  to  thb  State.  If  any  recogni- 
zance entered  into  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  be  forfeited. 
it  shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  State.     [Rev.  Stats.,  chap.  67.] 

Sbg.  2979.  FuamvBS  Fleeing  frobc  Arkansas — Duty  of  thb  Gov- 
ernor. Whenever  the  Governor  of  this  State  shall  demand  any  fugitive 
from  justice  from  the  executive  of  another  State  or  Territory,  and  shall 
have  received  notice  that  such  fugitive  will  be  surrendered,  he  shall  issue 
his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  to  some  messenger,  commandiDg 
him  to  receive  and  convey  such  fugitive  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in 
which  the  offense  was  committed,  or  is  by  law  cognizable. 

Sec.  2980.  Expenses,  how  paid.  The  expenses  which  may  accrue 
under  the  provisions  of  the  preceding  section,  being  ascertained  to  the 

satisfaction  of  the  Governor,  shall,  on  his  certificate,  be  allowed  and  paid 
out  of  the  treasury  as  other  demands  agidnst  the  State.  [Rev.  Stats,  chap. 
45,  §§240,241.] 


m.  California. 

[From  the  Codes  and  Statutes  of  California,  1876,  by  Theodore  H.  Hittel, 
Vol.  1,  page  117,  bottom  paging ;  Vol.  2,  pages  1385, 1386,  bottom  paging.} 

Section  880.  Ditty  of  Governor.  In  addition  to  those  prescribed  by  the 
Constitution  the  Governor  has  the  power  and  must  perform  the  duties  pre- 
scribed in  this  and  the  following  sections : 

1^  *  *  *  *  4t  « 

8.  He  may  offer  rewards  not  exceeding  one  thousand  dollars  each,  paya- 
ble out  of  the  general  fund,  for  the  apprehension  of  any  convict  who  has 
escaped  from  the  State  prison,  or  of  any  person  who  has  committed  or  is 
charged  with  the  commission  of  an  offense  punishable  with  death. 

9.  He  must  perform  such  duties  respecting  fugitives  from  justice,  as  are 
prescribed  by  chapter  IV,  of  title  XII  of  the  Penal  Code.*  [Political  Code, 
part  ni,  chapter  HI,  article  III,  section  380.] 

Chaptbr  rv  OF  Title  XII  of  the  Pbnai*  Code. 

14.548.  Section  1548.  Fuoitiybs  from  other  States.  A  person  charged 
in  any  State  of  the  United  States  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who 
fiees  from  justice  and  is  found  in  this  State  must  on  demand  of  the  execa- 
tive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fied,  be  delivered  up  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  this  State,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdictton  of  the 
crime. 

14.549.  Sec  1549.  Magistrate  to  Issue  Warrant.  A  magistrate 
may  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  a  person  so  charged,  who  flees 
from  justice  and  is  found  in  this  State. 

^Chapter  IV  of  Title  XII  of  the  Penal  Code  embraces  Aectiona  or  paraffr»phs  14547  to 
14656.  both  incIusWe,  In  Mr.  HitieU'a  edition  of  the  Codeg,  vol.  2.  pp.  1385.  !».  botsntu 
paffloff,  and  secttonn  1547  to  1558  of  the  Penal  Code,  both  inclualve.  Both  the  para- 
graphs of  Mr.  Hlttell  aud  of  the  Code  are  giveo. . 
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14,560.  Sbo.  1560«  PBOGBSDnras  fob  Abbbbt  ahd  ComcmcsNT.  The 
proceedings  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  a  person  charged  are,  in  all 
respects^  similar  to  those  provided  in  this  Code  for  the  arrest  and  commit- 
ment of  a  person  charged  with  a  public  offense  committed  in  this  State,  ex- 
cept that  an  exemplified  copy  of  an  indictment  found  or  other  judicial  pro- 
ceedings had  against  him  in  the  State  in  which  he  is  chained  to  have  com- 
mitted the  offense,  may  be  received  as  evidence  before  the  magistrate. 

14.551.  Sbc.  1551.  CoMicmcBNT  TO  Jail.  If ,  from  the  examination, 
it  appear  that  the  accused  has  committed  the  crime  alleged,  the  magistrate 
by  warrant  reciting  the  accusation,  must  commit  him  to  the  proper  custody 
in  his  county,  for  such  time,  to  be  specified  in  the  warrant,  as  the  magis- 
trate may  deem  reasonable,  to  enable  tiie  arrest  of  the  fugitive  under  the 
warrant  of  the  executive  of  this  State,  on  the  requisition  of  the  executive 
authority  of  the  State  in  which  he  committed  the  offense,  unless  he  gives 
bail  as  provided  in  the  next  section,  or  until  he  is  legally  discharged. 

14.552.  Sbc.  1552.  Adhission  to  Bail.  The  magistrate  may  admit  the 
person  arrested  to  bail  by  an  undertaking  with  sufficient  securities,  and  in 
such  sums  as  he  deems  proper,  for  his  appearance  before  him  at  a  time 
specified  in  the  undertaking,  and  for  his  surrender  to  arrest  upon  the  war- 
rant of  the  Governor  of  this  State. 

14,558.  Sbo.  1558.  Noticb  to  Distbict  Attobkbt  of  Arrest.  Im- 
mediately upon  the  arrest  of  the  person  charged,  the  magistrate  must  give 
notice  thereof  to  the  district  attorney  of  the  county. 

14.554.  Sec.  1554.  Duty  of  District  Attornbt.  The  district  attorney 
must  immediately  thereafter  give  notice  to  the  executive  authority  of  the 
State,  or  to  the  prosecuting  attorney  or  presiding  judge  of  the  court  of  the 
city  or  county  within  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense,  to  the 
end  that  a  demand  may  be  made  for  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  the  person 
charged. 

14.555.  Sbc.  1555.  Discharge  of  Persons  Arrbstbd.  The  person 
arrested  must  be  discharged  from  custody  or  bail,  unless,  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  designated  in  the  warrant  or  undertaking,  he  is  arrested 
under  the  warrant  of  the  (governor  of  this  State. 

14.556.  Sbo.  1556.  Return  of  thb  Pbocebdinos.  The  magistrate  must 
return  his  proceedings  to  the  superior  court  of  the  county,  which  must 
thereupon  inquire  into  the  cause  of  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  person 
charged,  and  if  he  is  in  custody,  or  the  time  of  his  arrest  has  not  elapsed, 
it  may  discharge  him  from  detention  or  may  order  his  undertaking  of  bail 
to  be  canceled,  or  may  continue  his  detention  for  a  longer  time,  or  readmit 
him  to  bail  to  appear  and  surrender  himself  within  a  time  specified  in  the 
undertaking.  [As  amended  by  act  approved  April  12,  1880,  which  took 
effect  immediately.] 

14.557.  Sbo.  1557.  FuonrvES  froic  Califorkia — Costs.  When  the 
Govenior  of  this  State,  in  the  exercise  of  the  authority  conferred  by  section 
2,  article  lY  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  or  by  the  laws  of 
this  State,  demands  from  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  of  the  United 
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security  for  the  payment  of  all  costs  which  may  accrue  from  the  arrest  and 
detention  of  such  fugitive,  which  security  shall  be  by  bond  to  the  clerk  of 
the  district  court,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  costs,  as  above,  which 
bond,  together  with  a  statement  of  the  costs  which  may  have  accrued  on 
the  examination,  shall  be  returned  to  the  of&ce  of  the  clerk  of  the  district 
court,  and  upon  the  determination  of  the  proceedings  against  such  fugitive 
within  that  county,  the  clerk  shall  issue  a  fee  bill  as  in  other  cases,  to  be 
served  on  the  peisons  named  in  the  bond,  or  any  of  them»  which  fee  bill 
shall  be  served  and  returned  by  the  sheriff,  for  which  he  shall  be  allowed 
the  same  fees  as  are  given  him  for  serving  notices.  If  the  fees  be  not  paid 
on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  next  district  court  to  be  holden  in  and  for 
that  county,  nor  any  cause  then  shown  why  they  should  not  be  paid,  tbe 
clerk  may  issue  an  execution  for  the  same  against  those  parties  on  whom 
the  fee  bill  has  been  served,  and  when  the  said  fees  are  collected  shall  pay 
over  the  same  to  the  persons  respectively  entitled  thereto.  The  clerk  shall 
be  entitled  to  one  dollar  for  his  trouble  in  each  case,  besides  the  usual  taxed 
fees  which  are  allowed  in  other  cases  for  like  services.  Nothing  herein 
contained  shall  prevent  the  clerk  from  instituting  suits  on  said  bonds  in  the 
ordinary  mode  of  judicial  proceedings,  if  he  shall  deem  it  proper.  [Sec 
1280  (7)„  p.  482,  G.  L.;  section  7,  p.  843,  R.  8.] 

Sec  8.  Esoapb  —  Rbwabd  —  Certificate  —  Auditor^s  Wahraht.  If 
any  person  charged  with  or  convicted  of  treason,  murder,  rape,  robbery, 
burglary,  arson,  larceny,  forgery  or  counterfeiting,  shall  break  prison,  escape 
or  flee  from  justice,  or  abscond  and  secrete  himself,  in  such  cases  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  Governor,  if  he  shall  judge  it  necessary,  to  offer  any  reward 
not  exceeding  two  hundred  dollars  for  apprehending  and  delivering  such 
person  into  custody  of  such  sheriff  or  other  officer,  as  he  may  direct.  Tbe 
person  or  persons  so  apprehending  and  delivering  any  such  person  as  afore- 
said and  producing  to  the  Governor,  the  sheriff  or  justice's  receipt  for  the 
body,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Governor  to  certify  the  amount  of  such 
claim  to  the  auditor,  who  shall  issue  his  warrant  on  the  treasury  for  the 
same,     [Sea  1281  (8),  pp.  482-3,  G.  L. ;  secjtion  8,  p.  343,  R  S.] 

Sec.  0.  (1.  Appropriation  FOR  Rewards.  That  there  be,  and  hereby 
is,  appropriated  out  of  any  money  in  the  State  treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall 
be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  paying  rewards  offered  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State,  for^the  apprehension  of  persons  charged  with  the  crime  of  mur- 
der,    [Section  1,  p.  207,  ,acU  1881.] 

Sec.  10.  (2.)  Sheriff's  Certificate  of  Arbbst,  ikdorsbd  bt  Govkb- 
KOR.  That  whenever  the  Governor,  by  his  proclamation  shall  offer  a 
reward  for  the  apprehension  of  .any  such  person  or  persons  mentioned  in 
the  first  section  of  this  act,*  the  person  making  such  arrest  shall  deliver 

^Tbe  first  aectlon  here  referred  to  Is  Seotlon  9  of  this  rbapter,  belnff  the  next  pr»- 
cedlng  secttoD,  which  is  also  Section  1  of  acts  ot  1881,  approved  and  in  force  Vthnury 
12.  1881. 
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the  person  or  persons  so  arrested  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  such 
crime  was  committed;  the  said  sheriff  shall  give  to  the  person  making  such 
arrest  and  delivery  a  certificate  that  he  has  delivered  to  the  said  sheriff  the 
person  or  piersons  named  in  the  proclamation  of  the  Governor.  The  Gov- 
ernor shall  indorse  on  said  certificate  his  approval  of  the  same  and  the 
amount  of  the  reward  so  offered  in  his  proclamation.  On  presentation  to 
the  auditor  of  State  [of]  such  certificate,  so  indorsed  by  the  Governor,  he 
shall  draw  his  warrant  on  the  State  treasurer  for  the  amount  so  certified. 
[Section  2,  p.  207,  acts  1881 ;  approved  and  in  force  February  12,  1881.] 


V.    OOKKKCTICUT. 

[Ffom  the  Gkneral  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  Revision  of  1875.  Chap. 
18,  title  20,  part  viii,  page  544,  together  with  the  act  of  February  28, 
1877.] 

Section  1.  ApponmfBirr  of  an  Agent  to  Heceitb  the  FuornvB. 
The  Governor  may  appoint  agents  to  demand  and  receive,  from  the  execu- 
tive authority  of  another  State,  any  fugitive  from  justice,  or  person  charged 
with  any  high  crime  in  this  State ;  and  any  application  to  the  Governor  for 
that  purpose  shall  be  sustained  by  a  properly  attested  copy  of  the  record 
of  the  proceedings  against  the  accused  j^enon,  with  affidavits  of  one  or 
more  of  the  principal  witnesses. 

Seo.  2.  Inyestioation  of  Application.  Any  prosecuting  officer, 
when  required  by  the  Governor,  shall  forthwith  investigate  the  grounds  of 
such  application,  and  report  to  him  all  the  material  circumstances  which 
may  come  to  his  knowledge,  and  his  opinion  as  to  the  expediency  of  the 
demand. 

Sec.  8.  When  Governor  to  Issue  Warrant.  When  a  demand  shall 
be  made  upon  the  Governor,  by  the  executive  authority  of  another  State 
for  the  surrender  of  any  person,  charged  in  such  State  with  any  high  crime, 
any  prosecuting  officer,  when  required  by  the  Governor,  shall  forthwith 
investigate  the  ground  pf  such  demand,  and  report  to  him  the  situation 
and  circumstances  of  the  person  so  demanded,  and  whether  he  ought  to 
be  surrendered;  and  if  the  Governor  shall  find  that  such  demand  is  con- 
formable to  law  and  ought  to  be  complied  with,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant, 
directed  to  any  proper  officer,  t^quiring  the  arrest  of  such  pevon  and  his 
delivery  to  the  agent  appointed  to  receive  him. 

Sec.  4.  Conveyance  through  Connbcticxtp  of  FuorrrvE  Apprk« 
HENDED.  When  an  offender  shall  be  apprehended  in  any  neighboring 
State,  and  it  may  be  necessary  to  convey  him  through  this  State  to  the 
place  where  the  offense  was  committed,  any  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  ap- 
plication made  and  proof  that  lawful  process  has  issued  against  such 
offender,  shall  issue  a  warrant,  directed  to  any  proper  officer,  or  any  person 
by  name,  who  shall  be  sworn  to  the  faithful  performance  of  his  duty,  com- 
manding him  to  cause  such  offender  to  be  conveyed  to  the  line  of  this 
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State,  nearest  to  the  State  where  the  offense  was  committed,  there  to  he 
delivered  to  some  proper  officer  ready  to  receive  him ;  and  the  person  to 
whom  such  warrant  is  directed  shall  obey  it  upon  tender  of  the  lawful  fees 
therefor. 

ACT  OF  FEBRUARY  28,  1877. 
[Laws  of  1877,  ohap.  37.] 

Bbotion  1.  Wbks  FuomvE  may  bb  AlRKEstsd.  When  any  person  is 
found  in  this  State  charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  another  State  or 
Territory,  and  liable  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  to 
be  delivered  over  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive 'of  such  other  State  or 
Territory,  any  judge  of  the  superior  court,  upon  the  information  of  the 
State  attorney  of  the  county  where  such  information  is  made,  and  any  city 
or  police  court  having  cripiinal  jurisdiction,  upon  the  compliunt  of  the 
proper  prosecuting  officer  of  such  court,  may  issue  a  warrant  to  arrest  the 
person  charged  and  bring  him  before  the  authority  issuing  such  warrant, 
or  some  other  authority  empowered  by  this  act  to  issue  the  same,  to  answer 
such  information  or  complaint  as  in  other  criminal  cases ;  but  before  such 
warrant  shall  be  issued  some  person  shall  make  affidavit  before  the  author- 
ity issuing  the  same  to  the  facts  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  pro- 
visions of  this  law. 

Sao.  2.  Bond  fob  futusb  Affeaiulncb.  If,  upon  the  hearing  on  such 
information  or  complaint,  the  judge  or  court  shall  be  satisfied  upon  due 
inquiry  that  the-  person  arrested  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  that  the 
proper  authorities  of  such  other  State  or  Territory  intend  and  are  about  to 
make  a  demand  upon  the  executive  of  this  State  for  the  return  of  such  per- 
son, he  shall  be  required,  if  charged  with  an  offense  bailable  in  the  State 
or  Territory  where  conmiitted,  to  recognize  in  a  reasonable  sutn  with  suifi- 
cient  sureties  to  appear  before  such  judge  or  court  at  a  future  day,  and  to 
abide  the  order  of  such  court  or  judge ;  and  in  appointing  the  day  for  the 
appearance  of  such  person  a  reasonable  time  shall  be  allowed  in  which  to 
procure  the  warrant  of  the  executive  of  this  State  for  the  arrest  of  such 
person. 

Skc.  8.  CoiocmcEirr  to  Jail.  If  such  person  does  not  so  recognize,  or 
if  the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged  is  not  bailable  in  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory where  committed,  he  shall  be  committed  to  the  county  jail  in  the 
county  where  such  proceedings  are  had,  and  there  detained  until  the  day 
appointed  for  his  appearance,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense  charged  had 
been  committed  within  this  State. 

Sio.  4.  DiBCHAROE.  If  the  person  ao  recognized  or  committed  appear 
before  such  judge  or  court  upon  the  day  ordered  he  shall  be  discharged 
unless  he  is  demanded  by  some  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the 
executive  of  this  State  to  receive  him,  or  unless  such  judge  or  court  shall 
find  cause  to  order  his  appearance  at  some  future  day,  when  he  may  be  re- 
quired to  recognize  or  be  committed  and  detained  as  before. 

Si(0  6.  RicooNizAHOBS.    All  recognizances  taken  under  this  act  shall  be 
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taken  to  the  State,  and  if  the  person  recognising  fails  to  appear  according 
to  the  condition  of  his  recognizance,  the  same  shall  be  forfeited,  and  lil^e 
proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  case  of  other  recognizances  taken  in  crim- 
inal cases:  Provided^  that,  if  the  person  charged  recognizes,  or  is  committed, 
any  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  ezecutive  of  this  State,  may  at 
all  times  take  him  into  custody,  and  the  same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the 
recognizance,  and  not  bo  deemed  an  escape. 

Sbc.  6.  NoTiOB  TO  Statb  Attorney,  msd  His  Duty.  The  judge  or 
court  before  whom  such  person  shall  have  been  examined  and  recognized 
or  committed  shall  immediately  cause  written  notice  to  be  given  to  the 
State  attorney  of  the  county  where  the  examination  takes  place,  if  the  pro- 
ceedings are  not  had  upon  the  information  of  such  attorney,  of  the 
name  of  such  person  and  of  the  cause  of  his  arrest,  and  the  State  attorney, 
in  all  cases,  shall  immediately  cause  like  notice  to  be  given  to  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  State  or  Territory,  or  to  the  State  attorney,  or  to  the  judge  of 
the  criminal  court  of  the  city  or  county  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which 
the  oflenab  m  charged  to  have  been  committed. 


YI.     DSLAWABB. 

[From  the  Be  vised  Statutes  of  Delaware,  Revised  Code  of  1852,  as 
amended,  etc.,  to  1874,  pages  769-770  and  act  of  Karch  9,  1888,  Laws, 
ch.  223.] 

SxcTioN  1.  Abbbst  Withottt  Legal  Pbocess  Dbglabbd  Fblokt.  That 
if  any  person  or  persons  shall,  within  the  limits  of  this  State,  arrest  or 
cause,  procure  or  aid  in  the  arrest  of  any  white  citizen  of  this  State,  or  of 
any  white  non-resident,  being  at  the  time  within  the  limits  of  this  State, 
unless  such  arrest  shall  be  made  upon  legal  process  issued  for  that  purpose 
by  a  judge,  justice  of  the  peace  or  some  other  officer  duly  authorized  to 
issue  process  in  criminal  or  civil  proceedings  by  the  laws  of  this  State  or  of 
the  United  States,  or  unless  such  arrest  be  made  to  prevent  a  breach  of  the 
peace  or  the  commission  of  some  crime  against  the  laws  of  this  State  or  of 
the  United  States  (and  in  all  cases  where  arrests  shall  be  made  to  prevent 
a  breach  of  the  peace  or  of  the  commission  of  some  crime  against  the  laws 
of  this  State  or  of  the  United  States),  the  person  or  persons  so  arrested 
shall  be,  forthwith  and  without  any  intermediate  incarceration,  taken  before 
a  judge,  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  officer  duly  authorized  to  issue  process 
in  criminal  cases,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law  or  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  shall  be  released 
from  imprisonment  or  arrest,  unless  then  and  there  duly  charged  on  oath 
or  affirmation,  and  if  so  charged  shall  be  bailed  if  the  case  be  bailable,  or 
otherwise  dealt  with  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law  or  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  or  unless  the  person  arrested 
belongs  to  the  land  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States  or  to  the  militia 
in  actual  service,  such  person  or  persons  so  offending  shall  be  guilty  of 
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felony,  and  upon  conyiction  thereof  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  fine  of  not  less 
than  five  hundred  nor  more  than  two  thousand  dollars  and  shall  be  iin< 
prisoned  not  less  than  six  months  nor  more  than  two  years.  [Act  of  Feb- 
ruary U,  1863,  §  1.] 

Sec.  2.  Unlawful  Abduction  from  thb  Statb.  That  if  any  person 
shall  abduct,  take  or  carry  from  the  limits  of  this  State  any  white  citizeii 
of  this  State,  or  any  white  non-resident  being  at  the  time  within  the  limits 
of  this  State,  or  shall  cause,  procure,  assist  or  aid  the  abduction,  taking  or 
carrying  from  the  limits  of  this  State,  any  such  citizen  or  non-resident, 
unless  such  person  so  abducted,  taken  or  carried  without  the  limits  of  the 
State  shall  be  duly  delivered  up  upon  the  requisition  or  demand  of  the 
executive  authority  of  some  other  State  in  conformity  with  the  proviaons 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  in  that  behalf,  op  unless  such  per- 
son so  abducted,  taken  or  carried  away  shall  belong  to  the  land  or  naval 
service  of  the  United  States,  or  to  the  militia  when  in  actual  service,  such 
person  or  persons  so  offending  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  upon  convic- 
tion thereof  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  fine  of  not  less  than  five  hundred  dollan 
nor  more  than  two  thousand  dollars  and  shall  be  imprisoned  not  leas  than 
six  months  nor  more  than  two  years.     [Act  of  February  24,  1863,  §  2.] 

Sbc  3.  Affidavits  fob  Arrbst  Madbbbfobb  Pbopbr  Officer.  That  if 
any  person  or  persons  shall  make,  procure  or  cause  to  be  made  any  affida- 
vit or  statement  under  oath  or  affirmation,  for  the  purpose  or  with  the 
intent  of  procuring  or  causing  the  arrest  of  any  white  citizen  of  this  State, 
or  any  white  non-resident  being  at  the  time  within  the  limits  of  this  State 
before  any  person  or  persons  not  authorized  by  the  laws  of  this  State  or  of 
the  United  States,  to  take  such  affidavit  or  deposition  or  statement  under 
oath  or  affirmation  with  the  intent  of  procuring  or  causing  the  arrest  of  aoy 
white  citizen  of  this  State,  or  of  any  white  non-resident  as  aforesaid,  by 
any  person  acting  under  the  military  authority  of  any  other  State  or 
of  the  United  States,  and  not  acting  by  virtue  of  legal  process,  or  shall 
make  such  affidavit  with  the  intent  of  procuring  or  causing  the  abductioD, 
removal,  taking  or  carrying  out  of  the  limits  of  this  State  any  white  citizen 
of  this  State,  or  any  white  non-resident  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  laws 
of  this  State  or  of  the  United  States,  such  person  so  offending  shall  be 
guilty  of  felony,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  fine  of 
not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars,  nor  more  than  two  thousand  dollars,  and 
shall  bo  imprisoned  not  less  than  six  months  nor  more  than  two  years. 
[Act  of  February  24,  1863,  §  3.] 

Sec.  4.  How  Offbnsbs  Submittbd  to  Grand  Jury.  That  the  judges 
presiding  at  the  April  Term  of  the  Court  of  General  Session  of  the  Peace 
and  Jail  Delivery  in  Sussex  and  Kent  counties,  and  at  the  May  Term  of 
said  court  in  New  Castle  county  shall  give  sections  1,  2  and  8  of  this  set 
specially  in  charge  to  the  grand  juries  in  the  respective  counties.  [Act  of 
February  24,  1863.] 
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ACT  OF  MARCH  9,  1868. 
rLawB  1888,  chapter  228.] 

BscnoK  1 .  PowBB  OF  THE  GoTBBNOB  AB  TO  FuornvES.  The  Governor, 
in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  may,  on 
demand,  deliver  over  to  the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Ter- 
ritory any  person  charged  therein  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime  com- 
mitted therein ;  and  he  may,  on  application,  appoint  an  agent  to  demand 
of  the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  any  person 
charged  with  felony  who  has  fled  from  the  justice  of  this  State ;  but  such 
demand  or  application  must  be  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that  the 
party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  that  the  demand  or  application 
is  made  in  good  faith  for  the  punishment  of  crime  and  not  for  the  purpose 
of  collecting  a  debt  or  pecuniary  mulct,  or  of  removing  the  alleged  fugi- 
tive to  a  foreign  jurisdiction  with  a  view  there  to  serve  him  with  civil  pro- 
cess, and  also  by  a  duly  attested  copy  of  an  indictment  or  an  information, 
or  a  duly  attested  copy  of  a  complaint  made  before  a  court  or  magistrate 
authorized  to  take  the  same;  such  complaint  to  be  accompanied  by  an  affi- 
davit or  affidavits  to  the  facts  constituting  the  offense  charged  by  persons 
having  actual  knowledge  thereof,  and  such  further  evidence  in  support 
thereof  as  the  Governor  may  require.  Fugitive  convicts  shall  also  be  sur- 
rendered and  demanded  upon  the  record  of  their  conviction,  or  sworn  evi- 
dence, duly  authenticated,  satisfactory  to  the  Governor. 

Sec.  2.  Invbstioation  bt  Attobnet-Gbkebal.  Where  such  demand 
or  application  is  made,  the  Attorney-General  shall,  if  the  Governor  requires 
itp  forthwith  investigate  the  grounds  thereof  and  report  to  the  Governor 
all  the  material  facts  which  may  come  to  his  knowledge,  and  especially  in 
the  case  of  a  person  demanded,  whether  he  is  held  in  custody  or  is  under 
recognizance  to  answer  for  any  offei^^e  against  the  laws  of  this  State,  or  by 
force  of  any  civil  process,  with  an  opinion  as  to  the  legality  and  necessity 
of  complying  with  the  demand  or  application. 

Sec.  3.  PBocEEoiKa  fob  Delivebt.  If,  in  case  of  demand  for  the  sur- 
render of  a  person  charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  another  State  or 
Territory,  the  Governor  decides  that  it  is  proper  to  comply  with  the  de- 
mand, he  shall  issue  a  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  such 
person  so  charged  may  be  found,  commanding  him  forthwith  to  arrest  and 
bring  such  person  before  the  chief  justice,  or  any  judge  of  the  Superior 
Court,  to  be  examined  on  the  charge ;  and  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant 
by  the  sheriff  with  the  person  so  charged  in  custody,  the  judge  before  whom 
the  person  so  arrested  is  brought,  and  to  whom  the  warrant  is  returned, 
shall  proceed  to  hear  and  examine  such  charge,  and  upon  proof  made  in 
such  examination  by  him  adjudged  sufficient,  shall  commit  such  person  to 
the  jail  of  the  county  in  which  such  examination  is  so  had  for  a  reasonable 
time,  to  be  fixed  by  the  judge  in  the  order  of  commitment,  and  thereupon 
shall  cause  notice  to  be  given  to  the  executive  authority  making  such  de- 
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mand,  or  to  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  auch  executive  authority  ap- 
pointed to  receive  the  fugitive,  and  on  payment  of  all  costs  by  such  agent 
such  fugitive  shall  be  delivered  to  him,  to  be  thence  removed  to  the 
proper  place  for  prosecution,  and  if  such  agent  does  not  appear  within  the 
time  so  fixed  and  pay  the  costs  as  aforesaid,  the  sheriff  shall  discharge  the 
person  so  imprisoned.  Whenever  the  Attorney-General  shall  have  been 
called  on  in  such  case  for  any  service  under  this  act,  a  reasonable  charge 
for  his  services  may  be  taxed  by  the  'judge  as  a  part  of  the  costs  to  be  paid 
as  aforesaid,  and  in  default  thereof  to  be  paid  by  the  State  treasurer  upon 
a  draft  drawn  on  him  for  the  same.  Bail  shall  be  taken  for  the  appearance 
of  the  accused  by  the  judge  before  whom  he  is  brought  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  as  in  other  cases. 

Sbc.  4.  Affidavit  Chaboino  Crdcb.  When  an  affidavit  is  filed  before 
the  cliief  justice  or  any  judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  or  a  jostioe  of  the 
peace,  setting  forth  that  a  person  charged  with  the  commission  of  an  of- 
fense against  the  laws  of  any  other  State  or  of  any  of  the  Territories  of 
the  United  States,  and  which  if  the  act  had  been  conunitted  in  thiB  State 
would,  by  the  laws  thereof,  have  been  a  crime,  is,  at  the  time  of  filing  such 
afiidavit,  within  the  county  where  the  same  is  filed,  such  judge  or  justice 
of  the  peace  shall  issue  his  warrant,  directed  to  the  sheriff  or  any  constable 
of  the  county,  commanding  him  forthwith  to  arrest  and  bring  before  him 
the  person  so  charged. 

Sec.  5.  Dutt  of  Exahinino  Offices.  When  a  person  is  arrested  in 
pursuance  of  the  preceding  section  and  brought  before  the  ofScer  who  is- 
sued the  warrant,  the  officer  shall  hear  and  examine  such  charge,  and  upon 
proof  by  him  adjudged  to  be  sufficient,  commit  such  person  to  the  jail  of 
the  county  in  which  such  examination  is  had. 

Sec.  6.  Notice  of  Commitment.  When  a  person  is  committed  to  jail 
by  a  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  und^  the  preceding  section,  sach  judge 
or  justice  of  the  peace  shall  forthwith  give,  or  cause  to  be  given  notioe^  by 
letter  or  otherwise,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  such  offenae  was 
committed,  or  to  the  person  injured  by  such  offense,  or  to  the  person  upon 
whose  affidavit  the  arrest  was  made ;  and  no  person  so  committed  ahall  be 
detained  longer  in  jail  than  is  necessary  to  allow  a  reasonable  time  to  the 
persons  so  notified,  after  they  receive  such  notice,  to  apply  for  and  obtain 
the  proper  requisition  for  the  person  so  committed.  In  all  cases  arisiDg 
under  this  and  the  two  preceding  sections,  bail  shall  be  taken  as  in  other 
cases. 


Vn.  Flobida. 

[From  McClellan*s  Digest  of  the  Laws  of  Florida^  1881,  chap.  84,  ^  7- 
10,  pp.  437,  438.J 

Sbotiok  7.  Warrant  to  Issue  oh  Demand.  It  ahall  be  the  duly  of 
the  Governor  of  this  State,  when  demand  shall  be  made  of  him  by  the  ex- 
ecutive of  any  State  or  Territory,  of  any  fugitive  from  justiGe,  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  Idth  of  Febmary,  179S,  to 
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cause  said  fugitive  to  be  arrested  and  secured,  either  bj  making  public 
proclamation  or  by  issuing  an  order  to  that  effect,  as  he  may  deem  most  ex- 
pedient, under  his  hand  and  the  seal  of  the  State,  directed  to  all  and  singu- 
lar the  sheriffs  of  this  State,  therein  commanding  them  to  arrest  the 
fugitive  therein  named  ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  any  sheriff,  upon  re- 
ceiving such  order,  forthwith  to  execute  the  same.  [Act  of  February  0, 
1835,  §1.] 

Bkc.  8.  PuGiTivB  TO  BB  CoMinTTBD  TO  Pbisok,  ETC.  When  any 
fugitive  shall  be  arrested,  he  or  she  shall  be  immediately  committed  to  some 
jail  or  prison  ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  or  deputy  sheriff, 
upon  such  arre&t  being  made,  to  notify  the  Governor  thereof,  and  also  of 
the  jail  or  prison  to  which  said  fugitive  shall  be  committed;  and  said  fugitive 
shall  be  dwelt  [dealt]  with  as  by  said  act  of  Congress  is  provided.  [Act  of 
February  9,  1835,  §  2.] 

SSC.  0.       FUGITIYIB    TO    BB  EXAKZSXI)    BBFOBO    FBOm  OWIOBB    AJSfD 

Hbld  OB  DiBCHABOBD.  Upou  an  affidavit  made  before  any  judge  or  justice 
of  the  peace  of  this  State,  that  any  person  within  the  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion of  such  judge  or  justice  is  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  another  State, 
specifying  the  SUte  from  which  such  person  is  a  fugitive,  and  the  crime 
with  which  he  is  oharged,  wl^en  and  where  committed,  and  that  there  is 
a  warra,nt  for  his  arrest  issued  by  a  competent  court  of  the  State  from 
which  he  has  Hed,  %uch  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  may  issue  a  warant 
for  the  arrest  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  who,  when  arrested,  shall  be  brought 
at  once  before  the  judge  or  justice  issuing  the  warrant,  or  before  some  other 
judge  or  justice  having  jurisdiction  in  the  premises,  and  examined ;  and  if, 
upon  such  examination,  there  is  found  to  be  probable  cause  to  justify  the 
detention  of  the  alleged  fugitive,  he  may  be  committed  by  the  judge  or 
justice  for  a  period  of  time  not  to  exceed  ten  days,  to  await  the  warrant 
for  the  extradition  of  the  alleged  fugitive ;  but  if,  upon  such  examination, 
there  is  not  found  probable  cause  to  justify  the  conunitment  of  the  alleged 
fugitive  as  aforesaid,  he  shall  be  at  once  discharged  from  custody.  [Act 
of  February  17,  1881,  chap.  8257»  §  1.] 

Sbc.  10.  Costs,  bt  whom  Paid.  No  judge,  justice  of  the  peace, 
sheriff,  constable  or  other  officer  shall  be  obliged  to  take  any  action  in  or 
about  the  arrest  and  detention  of  such  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  nor 
shall  any  sheriff  or  jailer  be  obliged  to  receive  or  keep  in  custody  any  such 
alleged  fugitive  without  pre-payment  of  the  costs  to  which  the  officer  of 
whom  the  service  is  demanded  shaU  be  entitled,  and  in  case  of  the  sheriff 
or  jailer,  upon  the  commitment  of  such  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  the 
prepayment  of  the  jail  fees,  including  the  cost  of  feeding  the  prisoner, 
and  all  such  fees  and  costs  shall  be  the  same  as  are  or  may  be  provided  for 
by  law  in  like  cases,  and  neither  the  State  of  Florida  nor  any  county 
thereof  shall  be  responsible  or  liable  for  any  costs  or  expenses  in  the 
premises.    [Act  of  Febraary  17,  1881,  chap.  8257,  §  2.] 

[In  capital  cases  the  Governor  of  Florida  is  authorized  to  offer  a  reward 
for  fugitives  not  exceeding  $200.    The  statute  is  as  follows  :] 
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Sec.  81.  Reward  mat  be  Offbred  for  FuomvEs.  The  GoTernor  of 
this  State  shall  be  authorized  to  offer  a  reward,  not  exceeding  two  hundred 
dollars,  for  the  apprehension  of  absconding  felons  in  capital  cases ;  and  the 
Governor  shall  be  authorized  to  draw  upon  the  Treasurer  of  the  State  for 
the  above  sum,  when  necessary,  to  be  paid  for  the  reward  so  offered.  [Act  of 
November  19,  1828,  §  22;  McClellan's  Digest  of  Laws  of  Florida,  ch^ 
110,  §  81,  p.  667.] 


ym.  Georgia. 

[From  the  Code  of  Georgia,  edition  of  1882,  Lester,  Rowell  and  Hill,  Fart 
I,  title  III,  chap.  I,  §§  68-^8,  pages  20-21.] 

Section  68.  (58)  (60.)  Arrest  op  Foreign  Fugitive.  Whenever  there 
is  found  within  this  State  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  a  foreign  State,  andbj 
the  treaty  stipulations  of  the  United  States  such  person  is  to  be  surrendered  up 
to  the  authorities  of  a  foreign  State  upon  requisition  from  proper  officers, 
the  Governor,  by  his  warrant,  shall  cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  delivered 
over  to  such  officer. 

Sec.  64.  (67)  (61.)  Arrest  of  FuomvE  from  another  State.  It  is 
the  duty  of  the  Governor,  under  his  warrant,  to  cause  to  be  arrested  and 
delivered  up  to  the  proper  officer  of  any  other  State  of  the  United  States, 
any  fugitive  from  justice  from  said  State,  upon  demancl  made  of  him  by 
the  executive  of  such  other  State  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  laws  and 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  And  if  such  fugitive  shall  have  assumed 
another  name  in  the- State  and  the  Governor  is  satisfied,  by  evidence  on 
oath  filed  in  his  office,  of  the  identity  of  such  person  with  the  fugitive  de- 
manded, he  shall  state  the  fact  in  his  warrant  for  the  arrest. 

Sec.  65.  (58)  (62.)  Postponement  of  Delivery.  If  any  person  de- 
manded as  a  fugitive  from  justice  is,  at  the  time  of  such  demand,  under 
prosecution  for  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  this  State,  the  Governor  shall 
suspend  his  delivery  until  the  issue  is  determined  as  to  his  guilt,  and  if 
condemned,  until  he  shall  have  suffered  the  penalty  of  the  law  imposed. 

Sec.  66.  (59)  (63.)  FuGirrvES  not  Demanded.  When  a  person  charged 
with  the  commission  of  an  offense  in  some  other  State  shall  flee  into  thisi 
and  is  pursued  and  caught,  or  some  person  in  the  State,  finding  shall  arrest 
him,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Governor,  on  oath  filed  in  his  office  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense,  and  the  identity  and  locality  of  the  party,  to  issue 
his  warrant  for  his  arrest,  as  in  other  cases,  and  command  his  lodgment  in 
any  jail  in  the  State,  for  as  long  as  twenty  days,  and  if,  at  their  ezpiratioii, 
there  is  no  formal  demand  made  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  where  the 
offense  is  alleged  to  be  committed,  he  shall  be  discharged  from  custody; 
but  upon  affidavit,  made  before  any  proper  officer,  of  the  commission  of 
the  offense,  and  of  such  intended  application,  the  accused  shall  be  held  nn- 
der  it  five  days. 

Sec.  67.  (80)  (64.)  Execution  of  Warrants.  When  the  Governor  or 
other  officer  issues  such  or  any  other  warrant  of  arrest,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 


xxnuDmoN  laws  of  thb  states.  658 

sherifb,  deputies,  coroners  and  constables  to  execute  them  when  phiced  in 
their  hands. 

Sbc.  58.  (61) (65.)  GoYBBNOB  mat  Offbb  Rbwabds.  The  Governor  shall,  in 
his  discretion,  offer,  and  cause  to  be  paid,  rewards  for  the  detection  or  ap- 
prehension of  the  perpetrator  of  any  felony  committed  within  this  State ; 
[such  reward  sliall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  in 
cases  of  felonies  not  capital,  and  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars in  capital  felonies] ;  but  no  such  rewards  shall  be  paid  to  any  officer 
who  shall  arrest  such  person  in  the  regular  discharge  of  his  duty,  by  virtue 
of  process  in  his  hands  to  be  executed,  nor  to  any  person  wlio  has  arrested 
the  offender  previous  to  the  publication  of  the  reward ;  and  whenever  he  re- 
ceives reliable  information  that  any  gin-house  in  this  State  has  been  unlaw- 
fully burned,  or  set  on  fire,  shall  offer  a  reward  of  not  less  than  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars,  nor  more  than  five  hundred  dollars,  for  the  appre- 
hension of  the  incendiary  or  incendiaries  with  proof  sufficient  to  convict, 
and  in  no  event  shall  said  reward  be  paid  until  after  the  conviction  of  such 
offender  or  offenders. 


IX.  Illikois. 

[From  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois,  1880,  Hurd ;  pages  561-568,  chap. 
60,  §§  1-17.] 

Section  1.  Wabbaitt  fob  Abbbst  on  Requisition.  Whenever  the 
executive  of  any  other  State,  or  of  any  Territory  of  the  United  States,  shall 
demand  of  the  executive  of  this  State  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice 
and  shall  have  complied  with  the  requisitions  of  the  act  of  Congress  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  of  this  State 
to  issue  his  warrant  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  to  apprehend  the  said 
fugitive,  directed  to  any  sheriff,  coroner,  or  constable  of  any  county  of  this 
State,  or  other  person  whom  the  said. executive  may  think  fit  to  intrust  with 
the  execution  of  said  process.     [See  p.  86,  R.  S.  1845,  p.  261,  §  1.] 

Sbc.  2.  Abbbst;  Dbliyebt.  Any  such  officer  or  person  may,  at  the 
expense  of  the  agent  making  the  demand,  execute  such  warrant  anywhere 
within  the  limits  of  this  State,  and  require  aid  as  in  criminal  cases,  and  may 
convey  such  fugitive  to  any  place  within  this  State  which  the  executive  in 
his  said  warrant  shall  direct,  and  deliver  such  fugitive  to  such  agent.  [R.  S. 
1^,  p.  261,  i  1.] 

Sbo.  8.  Abbbst  ov  Accused  befobb  Requisition.  When  a  person  is 
found  in  this  State,  charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  another  State  or 
Territory,  and  liable  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  to 
be  delivered  over  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  of  such  other  State 
or  Territory,  any  judge,  justice  of  the  peace  or  police  magistrate  may,  upon 
complaint  under  oath,  setting  forth  the  offense,  and  such  other  matters  as  are 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  the  law,  issue  a  warrant 
to  bring  the  person  charged  before  the  same  or  some  other  judge,  justice  of 
the  peace  or  police  magistrate  within  this  State,  to  answer  to  such  complaint 
as  in  other  cases.    [R.  S.  1845,  p.  262,  {  4.] 
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Sec.  4.  CoMinT  or  Bail.  If,  upon  examination,  it  shall  appear  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  judge,  justice  or  police  magistrate,  that  the  person  is 
guilty  of  the  offense  alleged  against  him,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said 
judge,  justice  or  police  magistrate  to  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county; 
or  if  the  offense  is  bailable  according  to  the  laws  of  this  State,  to  take  hail 
for  his  appearance  at  the  next  Circuit  Court  to  be  holden  in  that  county, 
except  that  in  the  county  of  Cook  the  recognizance  shall  be  for  the  appear- 
ance  of  the  accused  to  the  next  term  of  the  Criminal  Court  of  Cook  county. 

EXAMIKATION  REDUCED  TO  WriTIITO;   CoPT  TO  CoiTRT  Ain>  GOTERKOE. 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said  judge,  justice  or  police  magistrate  to  reduce 
the  examination  of  the  prisoner,  and  those  who  bring  him,  to  writing,  and 
to  return  the  same  to  the  next  temi  of  the  court  at  which  the  prisoner  is 
bound  to  appear,  as  in  other  cases;  and  [he]  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  the 
examination  and  proceedings  to  the  executiTe  of  this  State  as  soon  there- 
after as  may  be. 

Notice  to  the  ExBCtmvE  of  Other  State.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  exec- 
utive of  this  State,  the  examination  so  furnished  contains  sufficient  evidence 
to  warrant  the  finding  of  an  indictment  against  such  person,  he  shall  forth- 
with notify  the  executive  of  the  State  or  Territory  where  the  crime  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed,  of  the  proceedings  which  have  been  had 
against  such  person,  and  that  he  will  deliver  such  person  on  demand,  with- 
out requiring  a  copy  of  an  indictment  to  accompany  such  demand. 

Warraitt;  Surrender;  Costs.  When  such  demand  shall  be  made  the 
executive  of  this  State  shall  forthwith  issue  his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of 
the  State,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  said  person  is  committed 
or  bailed,  commanding  him,  upon  the  payment  of  the  expense  of  such  pro- 
ceeding, to  surrender  him  to  such  agent  as  shall  be  therein  named,  to  be 
conveyed  out  of  this  State.  If  the  said  person  shall  be  out  on  bail,  it  shaD 
be  lawful  for  the  sheriff  to  arrest  him  forthwith,  anywhere  within  the  State, 
and  to  surrender  him  agreeably  to  said  warrant     [R.  S.  1845,  p.  262,  {  4] 

Sec.  5.  When  Prisoner  mat  be  Discharged.  If  the  accused  shall  ap- 
pear at  the  court  according  to  the  condition  of  his  recognizance,  unless  be 
shall  have  been  demanded  by  some  penon  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the 
executive  to  receive  him,  the  court  may  discharge  the  said  recogntEanoe,  or 
continue  it,  or  require  a  further  recognizance,  or  commit  the  accused  on 
his  failing  to  recognize  as  required  by  the  court,  according  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  such  as  the  distance  of  the  place  where  the  offense  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed,  the  time  that  has  itit^rvened  dnce  the 
arrest  and  the  strength  of  the  evidence  against  the  accused.  In  no  case 
shall  the  accused  be  held  in  prison  or  to  bail  longer  than  till  the  end  of  the 
second  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  after  his  caption,  except  that  in  the  county 
of  Cook  he  may  be  held  till  the  end  of  the  third  term  of  the  criminal  court 
of  Cook  county,  after  his  caption.  If  he  is  not  demanded  within  that  time 
he  shall  be  discharged  from  prison,  or  exonerated  from  his  recognisuioe, 
as  the  case  may  be.     [R.  S.  1845,  p.  262,  §  5.] 
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Sbc.  6.  FoHVitmnuB  of  Rbooqkxzakci.  If  the  recognizance  shall  be 
forfeited  it  shall  inore  to  the  benefit  of  the  State.     [B.  S.  1846,  p.  262, 

§6.] 
Bsa  7.  Boin>  fob  Costs;  P]ioob9ediK0b  ojt  Sams.    In  all  cases  where 

complaint  shall  be  made  as  aforesaid  against  any  fugitiTe  from  justice,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  tiie  judge,  justice,  or  police  magistrate,  to  take  good 
and  sufficient  security  for  the  payment  of  all  costs  which  may  accrue  from 
the  arrest  and  detention  of  such  fugitive ;  which  security  shall  be  by  bond, 
to  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  except  that  in  the  oounty  of  Cook  the  bond 
shall  be  to  the  clerk  of  the  criminal  court  of  said  county,  conditioned  for 
the  payment  of  costs  as  abore ;  which  bond,  together  with  a  statement  of 
the  costs  which  may  have  accrued  on  the  examination,  shall  be  returned  to 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  or  criminal  court  of  Cook  county, 
as  the  case  may  be;  and  upon  the  determination  of  the  proceedings  against 
such  fugitive  within  that  county  the  clerk  shall  issue  a  fee  bill  as  in  other 
cases,  to  be  served  on  the  persons  named  in  the  bond,  or  any  of  them ; 
which  fee  bill  shall  be  served  and  returned  by  the  sheriff,  for  which  he  shall 
be  allowed  the  same  fees  as  are  given  him  for  serring  notices.  If  the  fees 
be  not  paid  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  next  court,  nor  any  cause  then 
shown  why  they  should  not  be  paid,  the  clerk  may  issue  an  execution  for 
the  same,  against  those  parties  on  whom  the  fee  bill  has  been  served ;  and 
when  the  said  fees  are  collected  shall  pay  over  the  same  to  the  persons  re- 
spectively entitled  thereto.  Notlung  herein  contained  shall  prevent  the 
clerk  from  instituting  suits  on  said  bonds,  in  the  ordinary  mode  of  judicial 
proceedings,  if  he  shall  deem  it  proper.     [R.  S.  1849,  p.  262,  §  7.] 

Sbc.  8.  Fuoitivbb  from  LLLmois.  Whenever  the  executive  of  this 
State  shall  demand  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  the  executive  of  any  other 
State,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  to  some  mes- 
senger, oommanding  him  to  receive  the  said  fugitive  and  convey  him  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  proper  oounty  where  the  offense  was  committed.  [R  S. 
1846,  p.  261,  §  2.] 

Sbo.  9.  Mabhbb  of  Apfltiiio  fob  Rbquisittoh,  The  manner  of  making 
application  to  the  Gk>vemor  of  this  State  for  a  requisition  for  the  return  of 
a  fugitive  from  justice  shall-  be  by  petition,  in  which  shall  be  stated  the 
name  of  the  fugitive,  the  crime  charged  in  the  words  of  the  statute  defin- 
ing the  crime,  the  county  in  which  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, the  time  as  nearly  as  may  be  when  the  fugitive  fled,  the  State  or 
Territory  to  which  he  has  fled,  giving  facts  and  circumstances  tending  to 
show  the  whereabouts  of  the  fugitive  at  the  time  of  the  application.  Such 
petition  shall  be  verified  by  affidavit,  and  have  indorsed  thereon  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  judge  of  the  county  court  of  the  county  in  which  the  crime  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed,  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  the  re« 
turn  of  such  fugitive.  Such  petition  shall  be  filed  by  the  Governor  in  the 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  remain  of  record  in  that  office.     [L. 

1667,  p.  119,  S  1.] 
Sbc.  10.  Copt  of  Indictmbbt.    When  the  application  is  based  upon  an 
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indictment  found,  a  copy  of  the  indictment^  certified  by  the  derk  vnder 
the  seal  of  the  court  in  which  the  indictment  was  found,  shall  be  attached 
to  the  petition. 

Sec.  11.  ExFEKBva.  When  the  punishment  of  the  crime  shall  be  the  ocm- 
finement  of  the  criminal  in  the  penitentiary,  the  expenses  shall  be  paid  oat 
of  the  State  treasury  on  the  certificate  of  the  Governor  and  warrant  of  the 
Auditor ;  in  all  other  cases  they  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  county  treasury  of 
the  county  wherein  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed.  The  ex- 
penses shall  be  the  fees  paid  to  the  officers  of  the  State  on  whose  Governor 
the  requisition  is  made,  and  not  exceeding  twelve  cents  per  mile  for  afl 
necessary  travel  in  returning  such  fugitives.  Before  such  accounta  shall  be 
certified  by  the  Governor,  or  paid  by  the  county,  they  shall  be  verified  bj 
affidavit  and  certified  to  by  the  judge  of  the  county  court  of  the  county 
wherein  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  conunitted.     [L.  1867,  p.  119, 

§2.] 

Sso.  12.  Rbwabb  bt  Goybrnob.  If  any  person  charged  with,  or  con- 
victed of  treason,  murder,  rape,  robbery,  burglary,  arson,  larceny,  foigexy 
or  counterfeiting,  shall  break  prison,  escape  or  flee  from  justice,  or  abscond 
and  secrete  himself,  in  such  cases  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Governor,  if  be 
shall  judge  it  necessary,  to  offer  any  reward  not  exceeding  $200,  for  appre- 
hend iog  and  delivering  such  person  into  the  custody  of  such  sheriff  or  other 
officer  as  he  may  direct.  The  person  so  apprehending  and  delivering  aoy 
such  person  as  aforesaid,  and  producing  to  the  Governor  the  receipt  of  the 
sheriff  or  other  proper  officer  for  the  body,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Gov- 
ernor to  certify  the  amount  of  such  claim  to  the  Auditor,  who  shall  issue  hti 
warrant  on  the  Treasurer  for  the  same.     [R.  S.  1846,  p.  268,  g  8.] 

Sec.  13.  Rewabd  bt  Coitntt  Boabd.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  countr 
board  of  any  county,  by  an  order  to  be  entered  upon  its  records,  to  fix  upon 
a  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000  as  a  reward  to  be  paid  to  any  person  who  shsU 
hereafter  pursue  and  apprehend,  beyond  the  limits  of  the  county  where  the 
offense  shall  have  been  committed,  any  person  guilty  of  any  felony  or  other 
high  crime,  which  reward  shall  be  paid  by  the  county  where  the  offense 
was  committed,  on  the  conviction  of  the  criminal :  Provided^  necerikdm, 
that  said  reward  shall  not  disqualify  the  person  entitled  thereto  from  being 
a  witness.     \L,  1847,  p.  48,  §  1.] 

Sbc.  14.  ExpsNSBS  AiiLOWBD  BT  CouBTT  BoABD.  It  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  county  board  of  any  county  to  enter  an  order  upon  their  records,  allow- 
ing  to  any  person  who  shall  have  aided  or  assisted  in  the  pursuit  or  arxeit 
of  any  person  suspected  or  accused  of  any  felony,  or  other  high  crime,  com- 
mitted  in  their  coanty,  such  reasonable  sum  as  said  county  board  sbsll 
deem  just,  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  person  in  aiding  or -assisting  in  the 
pursuit  or  arrest  of  such  offender  in  making  such  pursuit  or  arrest;  ^ieh 
sum  so  allowed  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  county  treasury  in  the  same  manner 
that  other  county  expenses  are  paid.    [L.  1847,  p.  48,  §  2.] 

Sec.  15.    Rbward  for  Hobsb  Thibf.     The  county  boards  of  the  respect- 
ive counties  may  offer  rewards  not  exceeding  $1,000  each,  for  the  pursuit, 
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arrest,  detection  or  conyiction  of  any  person  goilty  of  stealing  any  horse, 
mare,  colt,  mule,  ass,  or  neat  cattle,  or  any  other  property  exceeding  $50 
in  value.     [L.  1865,  p.  106,  §  2.] 

Sbc.  16.  FuKD  Raised  by  Tax.  For  the  purpose  of  providing  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  said  rewards  and  disbursements,  the  said  county  boards 
are  hereby  authorized  to  levy  a  tax,  annually,  of  such  amount  as  to  them 
may  seem  necessary,  for  the  purpose  herein  contemplated ;  said  taxes  to  be 
levied  and  collected  in  the  same  manner  as  other  taxes  for  county  purposes 
are  by  law  authorized  to  be  levied  and  collected.     [L.  1865,  p.  106,  §  8.] 

Sec.  17.  Exfenses;  Payment  from  FxmD.  When  any  person  shall 
pursue  any  person  charged  with  felony,  for  whom  no  reward  shall  have 
been  offered,  or  in  any  case  where  a  reward  has  been  offered  and  the  pur- 
suit shall  be  unsuccessful,  the  party  pursuing  may  make  out  his  bill  for  all 
necessary  expenses,  which  shall  not  exceed  $1  for  each  man  per  day,  and 
present  the  same  to  the  county  board,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said 
board  to  allow  said  account  (if  satisfied  of  its  correctness  and  propriety), 
pay  the  same  out  of  said  fund :  Provided,  when  a  reward  is  paid,  no  ex- 
penses shall  be  allowed,  and  the  expenses  of  more  than  five  persons  shall 
never  be  paid  in  the  same  case,  and  only  such  shall  be  paid,  in  any  case,  as 
the  county  board  shall  see  fit  to  allow.     [L.  1865,  p.  106,  §  4.] 


X.  Indiana. 

'[From  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1881,  dhapter  8,  article  8,  sections 
1599^1605,  pages  802,  308.] 

Section  1599.  Gk>YEiiN0R*8  Warsant  fob  Ariiest  of  FtiajnvB.  26. 
Upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  of 
the  United  States  upon  the  Governor  of  this  State,  to  surrender  any  fugitive 
from  justice  from  said  State  or  Territory,  pursuant  to  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant  reciting  the  fact  of 
such  demand  and  the  charge  upon  which  it  is  based,  with  the  time  and 
place  of  the  alleged  commission  of  the  offense,  directed  generally  to  any 
sheriff  or  constable  of  any  county  of  this  State,  commanding  him  ta  appre- 
hend said  fugitive  and  bring  him  before  the  circuit  or  criminal  judge  of 
this  State  who  may  be  nearest  or  most  convenient  of  access  to  the  place  at 
which  the  arrest  may  be  made ;  and  such  warrant  may  be  executed  by  any 
sheriff  or  constable  in  this  State,  in  his  own  county  Oi  in  any  other  county 
in  this  State. 

Sbc.  1600.  Order  of  Judge.  27.  The  judge  before  whom  such  alleged 
fugitive  shall  be  brought  shall  proceed,  by  the  examination  of  witnesses,  to 
ascertain  if  the  person  apprehended  be  the  fugitive  demanded  and  men- 
tioned in  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State;  and  if  satisfied  of  the 
identity  of  the  person,  the  judge  shall  order  him  to  be  delivered  up  to  the 
agent  of  the  State  or  Territory  demanding  htm,  to.  be  transported  to  such 
State  or  Territory,  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  otherwise 
he  shall  discharge  the  person  from  custody. 
83 
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Seo.  1601.  Committed  —  Notice  to  Gk^vERNOB.  28.  If  no  agent  of  the 
State  or  Territory  making  the  demand  be  present,  the  fugitive  shall  be 
committed  to  the  jail  of  the  county  in  which  the  hearing  before  the  judge 
is  had ;  and  such  judge  shall  forthwith  inform  the  Governor  of  this  State 
of  the  fact  of  such  commitmeat.  And,  on  request  by  the  agent  of  the 
State  or  Territoiy  making  the  demand,  upon  the  jailer  having  such  fogi- 
tiye  in  custody,  and  upon  the  order  of  the  Governor  of  this  State,  sach 
fugitive  shall  be  delivered  up  to  such  agent,  to  be  transported  to  the  State 
or  Territory  from  which  he  fled;  and  if  such  fugitive  be  not  demanded 
within  ninety  days  after  his  commitment  the  jailer  shall  dischai^  bim. 

Sec.  1602.  Costs.  29.  All  costs  incurred  in  apprehending,  securing  and 
keeping  said  fugitive  shall  be  paid  by  the  agent  of  the  State  or  Territory 
making  the  demand,  before  he  shall  be  permitted  to  remove  him  or  reoidTe 
him  into  custody. 

Sec.  1603.  Wabbaivt,  when  Refused.  80.  If  it  shall  be  made  to 
appear  to  the  Governor  before  th6  Issuing  of  the  warrant  provided  for  by 
this  act,  that  the  alleged  fugitive  is  held  in  custody  or  on  bail,  to  answer 
for  any  crime  or  misdemeanor  against  the  laws  of  this  State,  the  Governs 
of  this  State  shall  thereupon  refuse  to  issue  such  warrant,  infonning  the 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  making  the  demand,  of  the 
grounds  of  such  refusaL 

Sec.  1604.  Order,  when  Refused.  81.  If  it  shall  appear  to  the  judge 
before  wliom  the  examination  provided  for  by  this  act  may  be  had,  that 
the  alleged  fugitive  is  held  in  custody  or  on  bail  for  any  crime  or  misde- 
meanor against  the  laws  of  this  State,  such  judge  shall,  for  that  reason, 
refuse  to  make  an  order  for  the  delivery  or  removal  of  such  fugitive,  and 
shall  immediately  report  the  facts  to  the  Governor  of  this  State,  who  shall 
inform  the  Governor  of  the  State  or  Territory  making  the  demand  thereol 

Sec.  1605.  Wuen  Citizen  not  Surrendered.  82.  No  citizen  or  resi- 
dent of  this  State  shall  be  surrendered  under  pretense  of  being  a  fugitive 
from  justice  from  any  other  State  or  Territory,  where  it  shall  be  clearlr 
made  to  appear  to  the  judge  holding  the  examination  provided  for  by  this 
act  that  such  citizen  or  inhabitant  was  in  this  State  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  commission  of  the  offense,  and  not  in  the  State  or  Territory  from 
which  he  is  pretended  to  have  fled ;  and  in  such  case,  the  judge  holding 
the  examination  shall  discharge  the  person  arrested,  and  forthwith  report 
the  facts  to  the  Governor. 


XL  Iowa. 

[From  the  Bevised  Code  of  Iowa,  Miller,  1880  ;  title  25,  chap.  9»  f$ 
4171-4184,  vol.  2,  pp.  991-998.] 

Section  4171.  Agents  Appointed  to  Apprehend  PuonrrvE  — 
Expenses.  The  Gk>vemor  of  the  State  may,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  appoint  agents  to  demand  erf 
the  executive  authority  of  any  Qther  State  or  Territory,  or  from  the  execo* 
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tive  authority 'of  any  foreign  government  any  fugitive  from  justice  charged 
with  treason  or  felony,  and  the  accounts  of  the  agents  appointed  for  that 
purpose  most  be  audited  by  the  Auditor  of  the  State  and  paid  out  of  the 
State  treasury. 

[The  expenses  to  be  allowed  agents  for  returning  fugitives  from  justice 
shall  be  the  fees  paid  the  officers  of  the  State  upon  whose  Gk>vernor  the 
requisition  is  made,  and  the  agent  shall  receive  not  exceeding  ten  cents  per 
mile,  each  way,  for  all  necessary  travel  of  himself  and  for  each  fugitive, 
five  cents  per  mile  additional  for  the  number  of  miles  which  such  fugitive 
shall  have  been  conveyed. 

Bills  for  such  expenses  shall  be  made  out  in  such  manner  as  to  show  the 
actual  route  traveled,  and  the  number  of  miles,  and  be  verified  by  affidavit, 
and  be  accompanied  by  proof  that  the  fugitive  for  wliom  requisition  was 
made  has  been  returned  and  delivered  into  the  custody  of  the  proper  au- 
thority ;  provided  that  the  State  shall,  m  no  case,  pay  the  costs  of  returning 
the  fugitive  where  he  has  net  been  tried,  unless  it  shall  be  shown,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Gk>vemor,  that  the  want  of  trial  has  not  been  owing  to 
any  fault  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  person  or  persons  interested  in  the 
prosecution.] 

Sec.  4172.  No  Compensation  except  Pbovided  bt  Law.  No  com- 
pensation, fee,  or  reward  of  any  kind  can  be  paid  to,  or  received  by,  a 
a  public  officer  of  this  State  for  a  service  rendered  or  expense  incurred  in 
procuring  from  the  Governor  the  demand  mentioned  in  the  last  section,  or 
the  surrender  of  the  fugitive,  or  for  conveying  him  to  this  State,  or  detain- 
ing him  therein,  except  as  provided  by  law. 

Sbc.  4173.  MiSDEHBANOB.  A  violation  of  the  last  section  is  a  misde- 
meanor. 

Sec.  4174    Executive  Warrant  for  FuomvB,  when  to  Issxtb.    No 
executive  warrant  for  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  any  person  demanded  by 
the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  as  a  fugitive  from 
the  justice  of  such  State  or  Territory,  and  no  requisition  upon  the  execu- 
tive authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  for  the  surrender  of  any  per- 
son as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  this  State,  shall  be  issued,  unless  the 
requisition  from  the  executive  authority  of  such  other  State  or  Territory,  or 
the  application  for  such  requsition  upon  the  executive  authority  of  such 
other  State  or  Territory  shall  be  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that  the 
party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  by  a  duly  attested  copy  of  an 
indictment,  or  a  duly  attested  copy  of  a  complaint,  made  before  a  court  or 
magistrate  authorized  to  receive  the  same. 

Sec.  4175.  Requisition  from  anotheii  State.  Whenever  a  demand 
is  made  upon  the  Governor  of  this  State  by  the  executive  of  any  other 
State  or  Territory,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  for  the  delivery  of  any  person  charged  in  such  State  or 
Territory  with  any  crime,  if  such  person  is  not  held  in  custody  or  under 
bail  to  answer  for  any  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  of 
this  State,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant  under  the  seal  of  the  State  authorizing 
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the  agent  who  makes  such  demand  either  forthwith  or  at  such  time  as  maj 
be  designated  in  the  warrant,  to  take  and  transport  such  person  to  the  line 
of  this  State  at  the  expense  of  such  agent,  and  may  also  by  sach  wamnt 
require  all  peace  officers  to  afford  all  needful  assistance  in  the  execution 
thereof. 

EXAHIKATIOH  BT  MaOISTRATB. 

BsoTiON  4176.  Wabbant  of  Maoibtratb.  If  any  person  be  foiind  in 
this  State  charged  with  any  crime  committed  in  any  other  State  or  Territory, 
and  liable  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  delivered 
over  upon  the  demand  of  the  Governor  thereof,  any  magistrate  may,  opon 
complaint  on  oath  setting  forth  the  offense  and  such  other  matters  as  are 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  law,  issue  a  wamnt 
for  the  arrest  of  such  person. 

Sbc.  4177.  Bail.  If,  upon  examination,  it  appear  that  there  is  reasona- 
ble cause  to  believe  the  complaint  true,  and  that  such  person  may  be  law- 
fully demanded  of  the  Gk)vemor,  he  shall,  if  not  charged  with  murder,  be 
required  to  enter  into  an  undertaking,  with  sufficient  surety  in  a  reasonable 
sum,  to  appear  before  such  magistrate  at  a  future  day,  allowing  reasonable 
time  to  obtain  the  warrant  from  the  Governor,  and  abide  the  order  of  sudi 
magistrate  in  the  premises. 

Sbc.  4178.  Committbd.  If  such  person  does  not  give  bail,  or  if  he  U 
charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  he  must  be  committed  to  priaon,  and 
there  detained  until  such  day  in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense  char^ged  b^ 
been  committed  within  this  State. 

Sbc.  4179.  Fobfbiturb  of  Bail.  A  failure  of  such  person  to  attend 
before  the  magistrate  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  undertaking 
is  a  forfeiture  thereof. 

Sbc.  4180.  Discharob.  If  such  person  appear  before  the  xnag^istnur 
upon  the  day  ordered  he  must  be  discharged  unless  he  is  demanded  bj 
some  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  to  receive  him,  or 
unless  the  magistrate  see  good  cause  to  commit  him  or  to  require  him  to 
enter  into  a  new  undertaking  for  his  appearance  at  some  other  day  to  await 
a  warrant  from  the  Governor. 

Sbc.  4181.  Rb-arrbst  on  Goybrnor'b  Warrant.  Whether  the  persna 
so  charged  be  bound  to  appear,  be  committed,  or  discharged,  any  person 
authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  may  at  any  time  take  him  into 
custody,  and  the  same  is  a  discharge  of  the  undertaking,  if  there  be  one. 

Sbc  4183.  Costs.  The  complainant  in  any  such  case  is  answerable  for 
all  the  costs  and  charges,  and  for  the  support  in  prison  of  any  person  so 
committed,  and  the  magistrate  before  issuing  his  warrant  or  hearing  the 
cause  must  require  the  complainant  to  give  security  for  the  payment  of  all 
such  costs,  or  may  require  them  in  advance. 

Sbc.  4183.  Condition  as  to  Expbnsb  bbforb  Appointiro  Aokht.  Upon 
the  appointment  of  any  agent  for  the  arrest  of  a  fugitive  from  justice  under 
the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  the  Governor  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  it 
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a  condition  apon  such  appointment,  and  the  issue  of  the  writ,  that  the  same 
shall  be  executed  without  expense  to  the  State,  if  in  his  opinion  justice  and 
equity  so  require. 

Sec.  4184.  When  Expenses  are  Paid  bt  State.  When,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Governor,  expenses  incurred  in  the  arrest  of  fugitives  from  justice 
should  be  paid  by  the  State,  such  expenses  shall  be  made  out  by  items  in 
detail,  and  sworn  to,  and  approved  by  him  and  at  least  two  other  members 
of  the  executive  council,  and  when  so  approved  shall  be  audited  and  paid 
out  of  the  general  revenue  of  the  State,  and  this  section  shall  be  sufficient 
authority  for  the  payment  of  the  same. 


Xn.  Eakbas. 

[From  the  Compiled  Laws  of  Kansas,  Dassler,  1881,  Chap.  44,  §$  2660  to 
2688,  pages  466-468,  and  Chap.  82,  §§  4562,  4804,  4812,  pages  741,  767  and 
768,  and  Chap.  63,  §  2054,  page  514.] 

(2660.)  Section  1.  Governob  to  Issue  Warrant.  Whenever  the  exec- 
utiveof  any  other  State  or  Territory  shall  demand  of  the  executive  of  this 
State  any  person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  shall  have  complied  with  the 
requisites  of  the  act  of  Congress,  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  Governor  of  this  State  to  issue  his  warrant,  under  the 
seal  of  the  State,  directed  to  any  sheriff,  coroner  or  other  person  whom  he 
may  think  fit  to  intrust  with  the  execution  of  such  warrant. 
!  (2670.)  Sec.  2.  Wabrant.  The  warrant  shall  authorize  the  officer  or 
person  to  whom  it  is  directed,  to  arrest  the  fugitive  anywhere  within  the 
limits  of  this  State,  and  convey  him  to  any  place  therein  named,  and  shall 
command  aU  sheriffs,  coroners,  constables  and  other  officers  to  whom  the 
warrant  may  be  shown,  to  aid  and  assist  in  the  execution  thereof. 

(2671.)  Sec.  8.  Exeoxttion  op  Warrant.  Eveiy  warrant  so  issued  may 
be  executed  in  any  part  of  the  State ;  and  the  officer  or  person  to  whom  it 
is  directed  shall  have  the  same  power  to  command  assistance  therein,  and 
in  receiving  and  conveying  to  the  proper  place  any  person  duly  arrested  by 
virtue  thereof,  as  sheriffs  and  other  officers  by  law  have  in  the  execution  of 
civil  or  criminal  process  directed  to  them,  with  like  penalties  on  those  who 
refuse  their  assistance. 

(2672.)  Sec.  4.  Prisoner  hat  be  Confined  in  Jail.  The  officer  or 
person  executing  such  warrant  may,  when  necessary,  confine  the  prisoner 
arrested  by  him  in  the  jail  of  any  county  through  which  he  may  pass  in 
conveying  such  prisoner  to  the  place  commanded  in  the  warrant;  and  the 
keeper  of  such  jail  shall  receive  and  safely  keep  such  prisoner,  until  the 
person  having  him  in  charge  shall  be  ready  to  proceed  on  his  route. 

(2678.)  Sec.  5.  Expenses.  The  expenses  which  may  accrue  under  the 
foregoing  sections  of  this  act,  being  first  ascertained  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  executive,  shall,  on  his  certificate,  be  allowed  and  paid  out  of  the  State 
treasury. 
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(2674.)  Sbo.  6.  FuoiTivB  fbom  other  State.  When  any  person  within 
this  State  shall  be  charged,  on  the  oath  or  affirmation  of  anj  credible  wit- 
ness, before  any  judge  or  justice  of  a  court  of  record,  or  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  with  the  commission  of  any  crime  in  any  other  State  or  Territory  of 
the  United  States,  and  that  he  fled  from  justice,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
judge  or  justice  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  partj 
charged. 

(2675.)  Sec.  7.  On  Exaionatioh;  Bail.  If,  upon  examination,  it  ^all 
appear  to  the  judge  or  justice  that  the  person  charged  is  guilty  of  the  crime 
alleged,  he  sha}!  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county;  or,  if  the  offense  is 
bailable,  take  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  district  ooon 
in  the  county. 

(2676.)  Sec.  8.  Exahination,  how  Conducted.  The  judge  or  jnsticv 
shall  proceed  in  the  examination  in  the  same  manner  as  is  reqaired  wheo  & 
person  is  brought  before  such  officer  charged  with  an  offense  i^g^inat  the 
laws  of  this  State,  and  shall  reduce  the  examination  to  writing,  and  nuke 
return  thereof  as  in  other  cases,  and  shall  also  send  a  copy  of  the  examini- 
tion  and  proceedings  to  the  Governor  of  this  State,  without  delay. 

(2677.)  Sec.  9.  Duty  of  Goyerkor.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Gover- 
nor, the  examination  contains  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  finding  c 
indictment,  he  shall  forthwith  notify  the  executive  of  the  State  or  Ter- 
ritory in  which  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  conunitted  of  the  pr9- 
ceedings  against  the  person  arrested,  and  that  he  will  be  delivered  G3 
demand,  without  requiring  a  copy  of  an  indictment  to  accompany  the  de- 
mand. 

(2678.)  Ssa  10.  Opfeiiideb  to  be  Delivered  Up.  Wheo  a  demsei 
shall  be  made  for  the  offender,  the  Governor  shall  forthwith  issue  his  war- 
rant, under  the  seal  of  the  State,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  ^vherein  tbe 
party  charged  is  committed  or  bailed,  commanding  him  to  surrender  the 
accused  to  suoh  messenger  as  shall  be  therein  named,  to  be  conveyed  ost 
of  the  State. 

(2679.)  Sec.  11.  To  be  Arrested.  If  the  accused  shall  be  at  lai]ge,o£ 
bail  or  otherwise,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  sheriff  to  arrest  him  forthwith, 
anywhere  within  the  State,  and  to  surrender  him  agreeably  to  the  coo- 
mand  of  the  warrant. 

(2680.)  Seo.  12.  Discharge  and  RBCX>osnzANCB.  In  all  cases  where  the 
party  shall  have  been  admitted  to  bail  and  shall  appear  according  to  tbe 
condition  of  his  recognizance,  and  he  shall  not  have  been  demanded,  ihi 
district  court  may  discharge  the  recognizance  or  continue  it,  according  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  such  as  distance  of  the  place  where  tbe 
offense  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  the  time  since  the  arrest,  tbe 
nature  of  the  evidence,  and  the  like. 

(2681.)  Seo.  13.  LisotAtion  of  Imprisonment.  In  no  case  shall  tbe 
party  be  kept  in  prison  or  held  to  bail  beyond  the  end  of  the  second  tena 
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of  the  district  court  after  the  arrest,  and,  if  no  demand  is  made  for  him 
within  that  time,  he  shall  be  discharged. 

(2682.)  Sec.  14.  FoRFErnsD  Rbcoohizahcb.  When  any  such  recogni- 
zance shall  be  forfeited,  it  shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  State. 

(2683.)  Sbo.  15.  Bond  and  Sbcubitt  fob  Costs.  When  a  complaint 
shall  be  made  against  anj  person,  as  provided  bj  this  act,  the  judge  or  jus- 
tice shall  take  from  the  prosecutor  a  bond  to  the  clerk  of  the  district  court, 
with  sufficient  security  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses 
which  may  accrue  by  occasion  of  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  party 
charged,  which  bond  shall  be  certified  and  returned,  with  the  examination, 
to  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court. 

(2684.)  Sbo.  16.  Costs,  how  Collected.  Upon  the  determination  of  the 
proceedings  in  that  court,  the  clerk  may  issue  fee  bills,  which  shall  be  served 
on  the  principal  securities  in  the  bond  by  the  sheriff,  in  the  same  manner 
as  other  fee  bUls,  for  which  service  the  sheriff  shall  be  allowed  the  same 
fees  as  for  serving  notices. 

(2685.)  Sbo.  17.  Exbcutiok  fob  CosTa.  If  the  costs  and  charges  are 
not  paid  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  next  term  of  the  district  court, 
nor  any  cause  shown  why  they  should  not  be  paid,  the  clerk  may  issue  exe- 
cution for  the  same  against  the  parties  on  whom  the  fee  bills  were  served. 

(2686.)  Sbc.  18.  Clbbk  hat  Sue  on  Bond.  Nothing  in  the  two 
preceding  sections  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  clerk  from  instituting 
suit  on  such  bond  for  the  recovery  of  the  costs  and  charges. 

(2687.)  Sec.  19.  No  Authobitt  otheb  than  this  Act.  No  person 
shall  take  or  remove  any  fugitive  from  this  State,  or  do  any  act  toward 
such  removal,  unless  authorized  to  do  so  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act;  and  any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  to  the  aggrieved  party  a  sum  not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars. 

(2688.)  Sec.  20.  Pebson  mat  be  Bailed.  Whenever  any  person  shall 
have  been  comnutted  to  the  jail  of  any  county,  upon  examination  for  a 
bailable  offense,  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  he  may  be  let  to  bail  with 
sufficient  surety  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  court  of  the 
county  having  criminal  jurisdiction,  such  bail  to  be  taken  and  approved  by 
the  court,  or  judge  of  the  court  having  criminal  jurisdiction,  or  the  pro- 
bate judge. 

******* 

(4662.)  Sec.  70.  FuemYE  fbox  Justice.  Any  fugitive  from  justice.against 
whom  an  information  may  be  filed,  may  be  demanded  by  the  Governor 
of  this  State  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  or 
of  any  foreign  Gk>vemment,  in  the  same  manner,  and  the  same  proceedings 
may  be  had  thereon  as  provided  by  law  in  like  cases  of  demand  upon  in- 
dictment found. 

******* 

(4801.)  Sec.  814.  Sicubino  FuGrnvE  fbox  Jcbtigb.  Before  the  Gov- 
ernor of  this  State  shall  demand  any  fugitive  from  justice  from  the  execa- 
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tive  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  the  county  attorney  of  the  oounty 
where  the  crime  ifl  alleged  to  have  been  committed  shall  examine  into  the 
case,  and  if  satisfied  that  a  crime  has  been  committed  and  that  the  person 
charged  is  the  guilty  person,  he  shall  so  certify  to  the  Grovemor  upon  the 
affidayit,  information  or  indictment  presented,  and  ask  a  requisition  to  be 
made  in  accordance  therewith ;  and  the  Gk>yemor  may  issue  his  wimnt, 
under  the  seal  of  the  State,  directed  to  the  agent  or  messenger  recom- 
mended by  the  said  county  attorney,  commanding  him  to  receive  such 
fugitive,  and  convey  him  to  the  sherifE  of  the  county  in  which  the  offeaee 
was  committed  or  is  by  law  cognizable. 

(4812.)  Sec.  822.  Rewakd  fob  Fugitiybs.  If  any  person  chsiged 
with,  or  convicted  of,  a  felony,  shall  break  prison,  escape  or  flee  from  jus- 
tice, and  abscond  or  secrete  himself,  the  Governor  of  this  State  may,  if  he 
deems  it  expedient,  offer  any  reward,  not  exceeding  three  hundred  dollan, 
for  the  apprehension  and  delivery  of  such  person  to  the  custody  of  such 
sheri£^  or  other  officer,  as  he  may  direct. 

(2954.)  Sec.  17.  Confinbicbet  of  FuairnrB  feom  Justice.  Any  ooantj 
jail  may  be  used  for  the  safe-keeping  of  any  fugitive  from  justice  from 
another  State  or  Territory,  and  the  jailer  shall,  in  such  case,  be  entitled  to 
reasonable  compensation  for  the  support  and  custody  of  such  fugitive  from 
justice,  to  be  paid  by  the  officer  demanding  the  custody  of  the  same. 


Xm.  Eentuckt. 

[From  Gkneral  Statutes  of  Kentucky,  Bullitt  &  Feland,  1881,  chap.  15, 
§  5,  p.  198,  and  chap.  45,  articles  1  and  2,  pp.  492,  494.] 

SsonoE  5.  Gk>yBBNOB  mat  Opfeb  Reward — ^Modb  of  Authbkticat- 
IHG  Claim.  The  reward  offered  by  the  Governor  of  this  Commonweslthf 
not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  for  the  apprehension  and  delivery  into 
the  custody  of  the  proper  officer  named  in  the  proclamation,  a  fugitive  from 
the  justice  of  this  Commonwealth,  upon  the  production  of  the  officer^ 
receipt  of  the  fugitive,  approved  and  certified  by  the  circuit  court  of  the 
county  of  his  residence. 

Article  1.    Fugiiite^  frwujwAiot^  kmo  dsaU  wUh. 

SEonoK  1.  Duty  of  Coyebnor.  Upon  the  demand  of  the  execotiTe 
of  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  made  upon  the  Govetnorof 
this  Commonwealth,  to  surrender  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  aaid  State  or 
Territory,  pursuant  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  Stateti  be 
shaU  issue  his  warrant  to  the  sheriff  or  constable  of  any  county  within  this 
Commonwealth,  commanding  him  to  apprehend  said  fugitive  and  brii^bim 
before  some  circuit  judge. 

Sec.  2.    Pbocbediegs.    The  circuit  judge  shall  proceed,  by  the  exsa- 
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ination  of  witnesses,  to  ascertain  if  the  person  apprehended  be  the  fugitive 
demanded  and  mentioned  in  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State, 
and,  if  satisfied  of  the  identity  of  the  person,  the  judge  shall  order  him  to 
be  delivered  up  to  the  agent  of  the  State  or  Territory  demanding  him,  to  be 
transported  to  such  State  or  Territory  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  ;  otherwise  he  shall  discharge  the  person  from  custody. 

Sbc.  8.  When  Fugitivb  to  be  Committbd  to  Jail.  If  no  such 
agent  be  present,  the  fugitive  shall  be  committed  to  the  jail  of  the  county 
in  which  the  hearing  before  the  judge  is  had.  Of  the  fact  of  commitment 
the  judge  shali  forthwith  inform  the  Governor  of  this  State,  andj  on  de- 
mand by  the  agent  of  the  State  or  Territory  upon  the  jailer,  by  the  author- 
ity of  the  Governor  of  this  Commonwealth,  the  fugitive  from  justice  shall 
be  delivered  up  to  such  agent.  If  said  fugitive  be  not  demanded  within 
three  months  after  his  commitment,  the  jailer  shall  discharge  him. 

Ssa  4.  Costs.  All  costs  incurred  in  apprehending  and  securing  said 
fugitive  shall  be  paid  by  the  agent  of  the  State  or  Territory,  before  he 
shall  be  permitted  to  remove  him  or  receive  him  into  custody. 

Article  3.     Arrest  of  persons  for  offenses  eommitted  in  another  State  or  Terri- 
tory, 

Section  1.  How  FuGnrvE  to  bb  DELrvxKED.  A  person  guilty  of 
felony  anywhere  in  the  United  States,  if  found  in  this  State,  may  be  arrested 
and  confined  in  jail,  and  delivered  over  to  the  proper  authority,  in  the  follow- 
ing manner: 

1.  A  warrant  issued  by  any  judicial  authority,  upon  affidavit  made  of 
the  facts,  shall  authorize  his  arrest  by  any  ministerial  officer,  or  other  per- 
son, to  whom  it  may  be  directed  by  name. 

2.  The  person  arresting  the  accused  shall  immediately  take  him  before 
the  circuit  judge,  the  judge  of  the  county  court,  or  the  police  judge  of 
a  city,  in  the  county  in  which  he  was  arrested,  who  shall,  upon  hearing  the 
evidence,  if  satisfied  of  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner,  commit  him  to  the  jail  of 
the  county,  where  he  was  arrested,  there  to  remain  sixty  days,  unless  he  be 
legally  discharged,  or  removed  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  of  the 
State  or  Territory  in  which  it  is  charged  that  the  offense  was  conunitted. 

Sec.  2.  Ezecutivb  of  Forbion  State  to  be  Notified.  It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  person  who  caused  the  arrest  of  such  fugitive  to  be  made, 
to  notify  the  executive  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  crime  was 
committed. 

Sec.  8.  Poweb  of  Gk>yBBNOB  to  Issue  Wabbast.  The  Governor  of 
this  Commonwealth,  upon  a  proper  demand  made,  shall  issue  his  warrant 
directing  the  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  prisoner  to  deliver  him  to 
the  agent  of  the  State  or  Territory  demanding  him,  whose  duty  it  shall  be 
to  deliver  over  such  prisoner,  upon  the  payment  of  all  legal  costs  and 
charges  by  said  agent  or  other  person. 

84 
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Sec.  4.  Proclamation  fob  Reward.  Whenever  the  Govemor  of  this 
Commonwealth  shall  issue  his  proclamation,  offering  a  reward  for  a  fugi^ve 
from  justice,  or  any  one  charged  with  crime,  he  may  order  the  same  pub- 
lished in  a  newspaper  or  not,  as  he  shall  deem  proper  under  the  drcuin- 
stances  and  to  the  interest  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  if  he  shall  order  the 
same  so  published,  he  shall  designate  the  paper  or  papers  in  which  the  pub- 
lication shall  be  made,  and  the  number  of  times  it  shall  be  inserted.  The 
account  for  such  publication,  with  the  approyal  of  the  QoremoT  indoned 
thereoxi,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  public  treasury. 

Sbc.  5.  CoMFBNSATiOK  OF  AoBNT.  In  all  cases  wherd  the  Governor 
of  this  Commonwealth  shall  make  a  requisition  upon  the  Governor  of  anj 
other  State  or  Territory  for  a  fugitive  from  justice,  the  person  named  ia 
such  requisition,  as  the  agent  of  this  Commonwealth,  shall,  unless  a  differ- 
ent condition  is  contained  in  the  commission  of  the  agent,  be  allowed  to 
receive,  as  a  compensation  for  his  services,  at  the  rate  of  twelve  and  a 
half  cents  per  mile  for  the  distance  he  may  travel  to  and  from  the  county 
seat  of  the  county  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  of  which  said  fugi- 
tive stands  charged,  to  the  place  where  said  fugitive  may  be  arrested — ^the 
distance  to  be  computed  by  the  route  most  usually  traveled  —  and  such 
other  fees  and  necessary  expenses  as  he  may  have  to  expend  in  reclaiming 
and  transporting  such  fugitive. 

Sec.  6.  Claim,  how  Allowed.  The  claims  provided  for  in  this  chap> 
ter  to  be  allowed  by  the  (Governor,  and  for  the  amount  of  which  the  An- 
ditor  will  draw  his  wairant  upon  the  Treasurer. 


XIV.  Louisiana. 

[From  Yoorhies'  Revised  Laws  of   Louisiana,   second  edition,     1884, 

1088-1041,  pp.  178,  179.] 

Section  1088.  Fuoitivbs  to  be  Arrested.  When  any  person  shall 
be  charg^  on  oath  of  any  credible  person,  before  any  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace  of  this  State,  with  having  committed  any  crime  within  any  State  or 
Territory  of  the  United  States,  and  has  ffed  from  justice,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  such  judge  or  justice  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  sach  ac- 
cused, and  to  proceed  to  the  examination  of  such  case,  and  commit  or  dis- 
charge the  accused  as  such  judge  or  justice  may  determine,  provided  no 
person  so  accused  shall  be  detfuned  in  custody  exceeding  ninety  days. 

Sec.  1089.  Governor  Authorized  to  Deliver  FuoinvBs.  The  Gov- 
ernor may,  in  his  discretion,  deliver  over  to  justice  any  person  found  withia 
the  State  who  shall  be  charged  with  having  committed  any  crime  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or  Territory. 

Sbc.  1040.  Delivery,  When  and  How  Made.  Such  delivery  shall  only 
be  made  on  the  requisition  of  the  duly  authorized  ministers  or  officers  of 
the  Government  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  crime  shall  be  chaigvd 
to  have  been  committed,  and  upon  their  paying  all  expenses  attending  the 
apprehension,  confinement  and  delivery  of  the  party  accused. 
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Sec.  1041.  GoYBBNOB  to  Rbquibb  Evidbncb  of  Guilt.  It  shall  bo  the 
duty  of  the  Governor  to  require  such  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  persons 
so  charged  as  would  be  necessary  to  justify  his  apprehension  and  commit- 
ment for  trial  had  the  crime  charged  been  committed  within  the  State. 


XV.  Mainb, 

[From  the  Revised  Statutes,  1888,  title  11,  chap.  188,  §{  8-14,  pages 
967-8.] 

Section  8.  (jk>VEBNOE  mat  Appoint  Agent  to  Demaitd  FnornvB.  In 
any  cose,  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the 
Gh>vemor  may  appoint  an  agent  to  demand  and  receive  of  the  executive 
authority  of  any  other  State  any  fugitive  from  justice  charged  with  any 
crime  in  this  State,  and  the  accounts  of  such  agent  shall  be  audited  and 
paid  from  the  treasury  by  order  of  the  (Governor  and  Council. 

Sec.  9.  Reward  for  the  Arrest  and  Return  of  Fuoittves.  When- 
ever a  prisoner  convicted  of,  or  charged  with,  a  capital  crime  or  other 
high  offense,  escapes  from  prison  in  this  State,  or  there  is  reasonable  cause 
to  believe  that  a  person  who  is  charged  with  such  offense  and  has  not  been 
apprehended  therefor,  cannot  be  arrested  and  secured  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  proceedings,  the  Governor  may,  upon  application  in  writing  of  the  Attor- 
ney-General or  county  attorney  for  the  county  in  which  such  offense  was 
committed,  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  expedient 
and  proper,  offer  a  suitable  reward,  not  exceeding  $1,000,  for  the  arrest, 
return  and  delivery  into  custody  of  such  escaped  prisoner  or  fugitive  from 
justice,  and  upon  satisfactory  proof  that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  cuch 
offer  have  been  complied  with,  he  may,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
Council,  draw  his  warrant  upon  the  Treasurer  for  the  payment  thereof. 

FuomvES  FROM  Justice  from  other  States. 

Section  10.  Goykrnob  may  Issue  Warrant.  When  such  demand  as 
is  mentioned  in  section  eight  is  made  on  the  Governor  of  this  State,  and  he 
is  satisfied,  on  examination  of  the  grounds  thereof,  that  it  is  according  to 
law  and  ought  to  be  granted,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of 
the  State,  authorizing  the  agent  making  the  demand,  at  his  own  expense, 
to  take  and  transport  such  fugitive  to  the  line  of  the  State  at  the  time 
designated  in  the  warrant,  and  shall  therein  require  the  civil  officers  of  the 
State  to  afford  all  needful  aid  in  its  execution. 

Seo.  11.  When  the  Court  or  Magistrate  mat  Issue  Warrant.  When 
such  fugitive  from  justice  in  another  State  is  found  in  this  State,  any  court 
or  magistrate  authorized  to  issue  warrants  in  criminal  cases  may,  on  com- 
plaint under  oath,  setting  forth  the  offense  and  other  facts  necessary  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  law,  grant  a  warrant  and  have  ithe 
accused  arrested  for  examination  as  in  other  cases. 
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Sec.  19.  Examination.  On  stich  examination,  if  the  court  or  magistrate 
believes  that  the  complaint  is  true,  and  that  the  accused  can  lawfully  be 
demanded  of  the  Governor,  the  case  shall  be  adjourned  long  enough  to 
obtain  an  executive  warrant ;  and  if  the  offense  is  bailable^  the  accused  may 
recognize  with  sufficient  sureties  to  appear  at  the  adjournment;  and  if  he 
does  not  so  recognize,  or  the  offense  is  not  bailable,  he  shall  be  committed; 
and  if  any  such  recognizance  is  forfeited,  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had 
as  in  case  of  other  recognizances. 

Seo.  13.  DiBCHAjRGB.  If  the  accused  appears *at  the  adjournment,  he  shall 
be  discharged,  unless  some  person  is  authorized  to  receive  him  by  an  execu- 
tive warrant,  or  another  adjournment  is  ordered  for  sufficient  cause,  and  in 
that  case  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  at  the  first  adjournment; 
but  nothing  in  this,  or  the  two  preceding  sections,  shall  prevent  the  arrest 
of  any  accused  by  an  executive  warrant,  and  such  arrest  discharges  any 
such  existing  recognizance. 

Sec.  14.  Discharge  fob  Non-patkbnt  of  Costs,  etc.  The  complainant 
is  answerable  in  all  such  cases  for  the  actual  costs  and  charges  and  the  sup- 
port in  prison  of  the  accused  when  committed,  to  be  paid  as  a  creditor  pays 
for  his  debtor  committed  on  execution ;  and  if  his  support  in  prison  is  not 
so  paid,  the  jailer  may  discharge  the  accused  as  if  he  were  committed  on 
execution  for  debt. 


XYI.  Maxtlahd. 

[From  Revised  Code  of  Maryland,  Mayer,  Fischer  and  Cross,  1878,  title 
xxvii,  article  72,  paragraphs  182  and  183,  page  822.] 

182.  One  Escaping  aftbb  Conviction  to  be  debhbd  a  FuomTK. 
If  any  offender,  sentenced  to  undergo  a  confinement  in  the  penitentiary, 
shall  escape,  he  shall,  on  conviction  thereof,  suffer  such  additional  confine- 
ment and  hard  labor,  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  this  State,  as  the  Criminal 
Court  of  Baltimore  shall  adjudge  and  direct ;  and  if  any  keeper,  deputy, 
assistant  keeper,  or  other  person,  shall  aid  or  assist  in  the  escape  of  any 
offender  confined  in  the  penitentiary,  he  shall,  on  conviction  thereof  by  the 
Criminal  Court  of  Baltimore,  undergo  such  confinement  in  the  said  peniten- 
tiary  as  the  said  court  may  adjudge,  not  less  than  eighteen  months  nor 
more  than  ten  years. 

188.  FaoiTivB  CoNYiOTS  DBBMBD  FuGiriYES.  Any  person  who  has 
been  convicted  and  condemned  to  serve  and  labor  as  a  criminal,  and  who 
may  escape  and  be  found  in  this  State  shall  be  deemed  a  fugitive  felon,  and 
being  thereof  convicted  by  a  duly  authenticated  record,  from  the  court  of 
the  State  in  which  such  conviction  and  condemnation  took  place,  shall  be 
sentenced  to  undergo  a  confinement  in  the  penitentiary  of  this  State  for  and 
during  the  residue  of  the  term  for  which  such  person  shall  have  been  oon- 
denmed ;  but,  if  such  person  shall  be  demanded  by  the  State  whence  he 
escaped,  he  shall  be  immediately  delivered  up  agreeably  to  such  demand. 
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XVn.  MA88ACHireiTT8. 

[From  the  Public  Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  1882,  chap.  218,  §§  l-l^i 
pages  1212-1218.] 

Section  1.  ATrrHOBirr  of  Gotsrkor  m  Gasb  of  FuomrBS.  The  €k)y- 
emor  of  this  State,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  may,  on  demand,  deliver  over  to  the  executive  of  any 
other  State  or  Territory  any  person  charged  therein  with  treason,  felony,  or 
other  crime,  or  may,  on  application,  appoint  an  agent  to  demand  of  the  ex- 
ecutive authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  any  such  offender  fleeing 
from  the  justice  of  this  State :  Pravid^  that  such  demand  or  application 
is  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that  the  party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  and  by  a  duly  attested  copy  of  an  indictment,  or  of  a  complaint 
made  before  a  court  or  magistrate  authorized  to  receive  the  same ;  such 
complaint  to  be  accompanied  by  affidavits  to  the  facts  constituting  the 
offense  charged,  by  persons  having  actual  knowledge  thereof,  and  such 
further  evidence  in  support  thereof  as  the  Governor  may  require. 

Sbc.  2.  Examination  bt  Attornst-Qsnbral.  When  such  demand  or 
application  is  made  the  Attorney-General  or  other  prosecuting  officer  shall, 
if  the  Governor  require  it,  forthwith  investigate  the  grounds  thereof,  and 
report  to  the  Governor  all  the  material  facts  which  may  come  to  his  knowl- 
edge, with  an  abstract  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  especially  in  case  of 
a  person  demanded,  whether  he  is  held  in  custody  or  is  under  recognizance 
to  answer  for  any  offense  against  the  laws  of  this  State  or  of  the  United 
States,  or  by  force  of  any  civil  process,  with  an  opinion  as  to  the  legality 
or  expediency  of  complying  therewith. 

Sbc.  8.  Pbocebdinos  on  Dbkand.  If  the  Governor  is  satisfied  that  the 
demand  is  conformable  to  law  and  ought  to  be  complied  with,  he  shall  issue 
his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  Commonwealth,  to  some  officer  authorized 
to  serve  warrants  in  criminal  cases,  directing  him  at  the  expense  of  the 
agent  making  the  demand,  at  a  time  designated  in  the  warrant,  to  take  and 
transport  such  person  to  the  line  of  this  State,  and  there  deliver  him  over 
to  such  agent,  and  such  officer  may  require  aid  as  in  criminal  cases. 

Sec.  4.  Apj^lication  fob  Wbit  of  Habeas  Cobpus.  No  person  arrested 
upon  such  warrant  shall  be  delivered  over  to  such  agent  of  a  State  or  Ter- 
ritory until  he  has  been  notified  of  the  demand  made  for  his  surrender,  and 
had  opportunity  to  apply  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  if  he  claimed  such 
right  of  the  officer  making  the  arrest  ;  and  when  such  writ  is  applied  for, 
notice  thereof,  and  of  the  time  and  place  of  hearing  thereon,  shall  be  given 
to  the  Attorney-General,  or  other  prosecuting  officer  for  the  district  within 
which  the  arrest  was  made. 

Sic.  5.  Pxnaltt.  An  officer  who  delivers  over  to  such  agent  for  extradi- 
tion a  person  in  his  custody  upon  such  warrant  without  having  complied 
with  the  provisions  of  the  preceding  section,  shall  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceed- 
ing $1,000. 

Sxc.  6.    Fbxs,  how  Pad.    If  the  application  for  the  arrest  of  a  fugi- 
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tive  from  the  justice  of  the  State  is  complied  with  and  an  agent  appointed, 
his  account  shall  be  audited  and  paid  by  the  State. 

Sbo.  7.  Arrbst  bt  Maoistkatbs.  When  a  person  is  fonnd  in  this  State 
charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  another  State  or  Territory,  and  liable 
by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  delivered  over  upon 
the  demand  of  the  executive  of  such  other  State  or  Territory,  any  comt 
or  magistrate  authorized  to  issue  warrants  in  criminal  cases  may,  upon  com- 
plaint under  oath  setting  forth  the  offense  and  such  other  matters  as  an 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  law,  issue  a  warrant  to 
bring  the  person  charged  before  the  same,  or  some  other  court  or  magis- 
trate within  the  State,  to  answer  to  such  complaint  as  in  other  cases. 

Sbo.  8.  When  FuorrrvB  mat  gitb  Rboognizancb,  bto.  If,  upon  the 
examination  of  the  person  charged,  it  appears  to  the  court  or  magistrate 
that  there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true,  and  that 
such  person  may  be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  executive,  he  shall,  if  not 
charged  with  a  capital  crime,  be  required  to  recognize  with  sufficient  sure- 
ties in  a  reasonable  sum  to  appear  before  such  court  or  magistrate  at  a  future 
day  (allowing  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  the  warrant  of  the  executive), 
and  to  abide  the  order  of  the  court  or  magistrate. 

Sec.  9.  FuGmvB,  whbn  to  bb  Cohmittbd,  etc.  If  such  person  does 
not  so  recognize,  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison  and  there  detained  until 
such  day,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense  charged  had  been  committed 
within  this  State;  and  if  the  person  recognizing  fails  to  appear  according 
to  the  condition  of  his  recognizance,  he  shall  be  defaulted,  and  like  pro- 
ceedings shall  be  had  as  in  case  of  other  recognizances  entered  into  before 
such  court  or  magistrate.  If  the  person  is  charged  with  a  capital  crime, 
he  shall  be  committed  to  prison  and  there  detained  until  the  day  so  ap- 
pointed for  his  appearance. 

Sbo.  10.  Pboobbdinqs,  how  Gondooted.  If  the  person  so  recognized 
or  committed  appears  before  the  court  or  magistrate  upon  the  day  ordered, 
he  shall  be  discharged  unless  he  is  demanded  by  some  person  authorized  by 
the  warrant  of  the  executive  to  receive  him,  or  unless  the  court  or  magis- 
trate sees  cause  to  commit  him  or  to  require  him  to  recognize  anevr  for  his 
appearance  on  some  other  day,  and  if,  when  ordered,  he  does  not  so  recog- 
nize, he  shall  be  committed  and  detained  as  before ;  provided^  that  whether 
the  person  charged  is  recognized,  committed,  or  discharged,  any  person  au- 
thorized by  the  warrant  of  the  executive  may,  at  all  times,  take  him  into 
custody,  and  thi  same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance^  and  not  be 
deemed  an  escape. 

Seo.  11.  Expenses.  The  complainant  in  such  case  shall  be  answerable 
for  all  actual  costs  and  charges,  and  for  the  support  in  prison  of  any  per- 
son so  committed,  to  be  paid  in  like  manner  as  by  a  creditor  for  his  debtor 
committed  on  execution.  If  the  charge  for  support  in  prison  is  not  so  paid, 
the  jailer  may  discharge  such  person  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  been  cost- 
mitted  on  an  execution. 
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XVIII.   Michigan. 

[From  Howeirs  Statutes,  1882,  chap.  888,  title  XI,  §§  9622-9627,  vol.  2, 
pages  2312-2314;  also,  §§  9555  and  b939,  vol.  2,  pages  2299  and  2172.] 

Sbction  9622  (6121,  8006).  Ssc.  8.  Duty  of  Goyerkor  m  case  of 
FuoiTiYES.  If  the  Gk>vemor  shall  be  satisfied  that  the  demand  is  conform- 
able to  law  and  ought  to  be  complied  with,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant,  under 
the  seal  of  the  State,  authorizing  the  agents  who  make  such  demand,  either 
forthwith,  or  at  such  time  as  shall  be  designated  in  the  warrant,  to  take 
and  transport  such  person  to  the  line  of  this  State,  at  the  expense  of  such 
agents,  and  shall  also  by  such  warrant  require  the  civil  officers  within  this 
State  to  afford  all  needful  assistance  in  the  execution  thereof. 

Sec.  9628  (6122,  8007).  Sec.  9.  Arbest  of  Fugitives  bt  Magistrates. 
Whenever  any  person  shall  be  found  within  this  State  charged  with  any 
offense  committed  in  any  other  State  or  Territory,  and  liable  by  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  delivered  over  upon  the  de- 
mand  of  the  Governor  of  such  other  State  or  Territory,  any  court  or  mag- 
istrate authorized  to  issue  warrants  in  criminal  cases,  may,  upon  complaint 
on  oath,  setting  forth  the  offense,  and  such  other  matters  as  are  necessary 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  the  law,  issue  a  warrant  to  bring 
the  person  so  charged  before  the  same  or  some  other  court  or  magistrate, 
within  this  State,  to  answer  to  such  complaint  as  in  other  cases. 

Sbc.  9624  (6123,  8008).  Sec.  10.  Required  to  Recognize.  If,  upon 
the  examination  of  the  person  charged,  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  or  mag- 
istrate that  there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true, 
and  that  such  person  may  be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  Governor,  he  shall, 
if  not  charged  with  a  capital  crime,  or  with  murder  in  the  first  deg^e,  be 
required  to  recognize,  with  sufficient  8U^etie8,  in  a  reasonable  sum,  to  ap- 
pear before  such  court  or  magistrate  at  a  future  day,  allowing  a  reasonable 
time  to  obtain  the  warrant  of  the  Governor,  and  to  abide  the  order  of 
such  court  or  magistrate  in  the  premises. 

Seo.  9625  (6124,  8009).  Seo.  11.  Refubal  to  Recognize.  If  such 
person  shall  not  recognize,  or  if  he  shall  be  charged  with  a  capital  crime, 
or  with  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  he  shall  be  committed  to 
prison  and  there  detained  until  such  day,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense 
charged  had  been  committed  within  this  State ;  and,  if  the  person  so  rec- 
ognizing shall  fail  to  appear  according  to  the  condition  of  his  recogni- 
zance, he  shall  be  defaulted,  and  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  the 
case  of  other  recognizances  entered  into  before  such  court  or  magistrate. 

Sec.  9626  (6125,  8010).  SEa  12.  How  to  be  Proceeded  with.  If  the 
person  so  recognized  or  committed  shall  appear  before  the  court  or  magis- 
trate upon  the  day  ordered,  he  shall  be  discharged,  unless  he  shall  be  de- 
manded by  some  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  to  re- 
ceive him,  or  unless  the  court  or  magistrate  shall  see  cause  to  commit  him, 
or  to  require  him  to  recognize  anew  for  his  appearance  at  some  other  day; 
and  if,  when  ordered,  he  shall  not  so  recognize,  he  shall  be  committed  and 
detained  as  before:  Provided^  that  whether  the  person  so  charged  shall  be 
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recognized,  committed,  or  discharged,  any  person  authorized  by  the  war- 
rant of  the  Governor  may,  at  all  times,  take  him  into  custody,  and  the 
same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance,  if  any,  and  shall  not  be 
deemed  an  escape. 

Sbo.  9627  (6126,  8011).  Sbc.  18.  Ezpbhsbs,  bow  Paid.  The  compliiD. 
ant  in  any  such  case  shall  be  answerable  for  all  the  actual  costs  and 
charges,  and  for  the  support  in  prison  of  any  person  so  committed,  to  be 
paid  weekly,  or  otherwise,  as  may  be  ordered  by  the  court  or  msgistnte; 
and,  if  the  charge  for  his  support  in  prison  shall  not  be  so  paid,  the  jaikr 
may,  on  the  failure  of  the  complainant,  discharge  such  person  fn»n  his  iit 

prisonment. 

*  *  >^  «  >^  «  • 

Sbc.  9555  (7944).  Sbc.  8.  Examination  of  Fuoitiyb.  No  infoncatioB 
shall  be  filed  against  any  person  for  any  offense  until  such  person  shall  hare 
had  a  preliminary  examination  therefor,  as  proyided  by  law,  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  or  other  examining  magistrate  or  officer,  unless  sudi  per- 
son shall  waive  his  right  to  such  examination :  Provided^  hcnoeeer,  that  in- 
formation may  be  filed  without  such  examination  against  fugitives  from 
justice,  and  any  fugitive  from  justice  against  whom  an  information  shall 
be  filed  may  be  demanded  by  the  (Governor  of  this  State  of  the  eiecatiTe 
authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  or  of  any  foreign  government,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  the  same  proceedings  may  be  had  thereon  as  pro- 
vided by  law  in  like  cases  of  demand  upon  indictment  filed. 

♦  *  4i  *  ♦  ♦  * 

Sbo.  8939  (5575,  7862).  Sec.  1.  Dutt  of  ShbbiffBv  It  shall  be  the  dot? 
of  the  sheriffs  of  the  several  counties  of  this  State  to  receive  into  their  re- 
spective jails  and  keep  all  prisoners  who  shall  be  committed  to  the  same 
by  virtue  of  any  civil  process  issued  by  any  court  of  record  instituted  on- 
der  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  until  they  shall  be  discharged  bj 
the  due  course  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
such  prisoner  had  been  committed  by  virtue  of  process  in  civil  actions  issued 
under  the  authority  of  this  State ;  and  every  such  sheriff  may  receive  to  his 
own  use  such  sums  of  money  as  shall  be  payable  by  the  United  States  for 
the  use  of  the  said  jails :  Pratidedy  that  nothing  in  this  or  the  next  sn^ 
ceeding  section  contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  or  require  anv 
sheriff  or  other  officer  to  receive  into  or  detain,  or  permit  any  persoa 
to  receive  into  or  detain  in  any  of  said  jails  or  other  public  buildings,  any 
person  claimed  as  a  fugitive  slave.  And,  pnmdedfurtkery  that  every  sberil 
or  other  officer,  or  keeper  of  a  prison,  is  hereby  peremptorily  prohibited 
from  receiving  or  detaining,  or  permitting  to  be  received  or  detained,  is 
any  such  jails  or  other  public  buildings,  any  such  fugitive  slave  as  afore- 
said ;  every  sheriff  or  other  officer,  or  keeper  of  a  prison,  who  shall  offeod 
against  the  last  preceding  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  liable  to  ao  in- 
dictment for  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  pay  a  £9^ 
of  (1,000  and  be  imprisoned  in  the  county  jail  one  year.  (As  amended 
Laws  of  1855,  p.  415,  Feb.  18,  act  415.) 
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XIX.  MiNKSSOTA. 

[From  the  statutes  of  Minneaota,  Young,  1878,  chap  103,  §§  1-7,  pages 
926-928^  as  amended  by  Laws  1879,  chap.  44  and  chap.  120,  title  1,  f  4,  page 
968.] 

Sbotion  1.  Aomrrs  to  Dbbcakd  Fuamrss.  The  Governor  may,  in  any 
case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  appoint 
agents  to  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory,  any 
fugitive  from  justice,  or  any  person  charged  with  felony  or  any  other  crime 
in  this  State;  and  whenever, an  application  is  made  to  the  Governor  for 
that  purpose,  the  Attorney-General,  when  required  by  the  Governor,  shall 
forthwith  investigate,  or  cause  to  be  investigated  by  any  county  attorney, 
the  grounds  of  such  application,  and  report  to  tlie  Governor  all  material 
circumstances  which  may  come  to  his  knowledge,  with  an  abstract  of  the 
evidence,  and  his  opinion  as  to  the  expediency  of  the  demand ;  and  the 
accounts  of  the  agents  appointed  for  such  purpose  shall,  in  all  cases,  be 
audited  by  the  Governor,  and  paid  from  the  State  treasury :  Prtmded^  hoto- 
ever,  that  the  Governor  when  issuing  his  warrant  shall  deliver  the  same  to 
the  sheriff  or  some  other  public  officer  of  any  county  in  this  State,  and  such 
officer,  upon  receipt  of  such  warrant,  shall  have  power  to  arrest  and  detain 
in  his  custody  the  person  whose  surrender  is  demanded,  but  no  such  person 
arrested  upon  such  warrant  shall  be  delivered  to  the  agent  designated 
therein,  or  to  any  other  person,  until  the  person  so  arrested  and  whose 
surrender  is  demanded  shall  be  notified  of  the  demand  made  for  his  sur- 
render, and  of  the  nature  of  the  criminal  charge  made  against  him,  and  not 
until  he  has  had  an  opportunity  to  apply  for  a  writ  of  habecu  earpuSy  if  he 
claims  such  right,  of  the  officer  making  the  arrest.  When  such  writ  is 
applied  for  notice  thereof  and  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing  thereon 
shall  be  given  to  the  Attorney- General  or  other  prosecuting  officer  of  the 
judicial  district  in  which  the  arrest  is  made.  Any  sheriff  or  other  officer 
maldng  such  arrest  who  shall  deliver  over  to  the  agent  named  in  such 
warrant,  or  to  any  other  person,  for  extradition,  the  person  so  in  his  custody 
under  such  warrant,  without  having  complied  with  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding  one 
thousand  dollars,  or  imprisoned  m  the  common  jail  of  the  county  not  ex- 
ceeding six  months,  or  be  subject  to  both  fine  and  imprisonment  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court     [As  amended  1879,  chap.  44,  f  1.] 

Sec.  2.  Dkhand  FttoM  Another  Statb.  When  a  demand  is  made  upon 
the  Governor  by  the  executive  of  any  State  or  Territory,  in  any  case 
authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
delivery  over  of  any  person  charged  in  such  State  or  Territory  with  treason, 
felony  or  any  other  crime,  the  Attorney-General,  when  required  by  the 
Governor,  shalK  forthwith  investigate  the  ground  of  such  demand,  or  cause 
the  same  to  be  investigated  by  any  county  attorney,  and  report  to  the 
Governor  all  material  facts  which  may  come  to  his  knowledge  as  to  the 
situation  and  circumstances  of  the  person  so  demanded,  especially  whether 
lie  is  held  in  custody,  or  is  under  recognizance,  to  answer  for  any  offense 
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against  the  laws  of  the  State  or  of  the  United  States,  and  also  whether  Each 
demand  is  made  according  to  law,  so  that  such  person  ought  to  be  delirered 
up;  and  if  the  €k>vemor  is  notified  that  such  demand  is  confonnftbk 
to  law,  and  ought  to  be  complied  with,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant,  under 
the  seal  of  the  State,  authorizing  such  person  as  he  shall  name  theim, 
either  forthwith  or  at  the  time  designated  by  the  warrant,  to  take  and 
transport  the  person  so  demanded  to  the  line  of  the  State  at  the  expense  of 
the  State  or  Territory  in  whose  name  such  person  may  have  been  demanded, 
and  to  deliver  over  such  person,  at  the  line  of  the  State,  to  the  agent  of  the 
State  or  Territory  making  such  demand ;  anQ  shall  also,  by  such  warrant, 
require  the  civil  officers  within  this  State  to  afford  all  needful  assistance  b 
the  execution  thereof.     [As  amended  1874,  chap.  15,  §  1.] 

Sbc.  3.  Arrbst  of  Fuoitivbs  bt  Magistrates.  Whenever  any  penon 
is  found  within  this  State  charged  with  any  offense  committed  in  any  Sute 
or  Territory,  and  liable  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States 
to  be  delivered  over  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive  of  such  State  or 
Territory,  any  court  or  magistrate  authorized  to  issue  warrants  in  criminal 
cases  may,  upon  complaint  under  oath,  setting  forth  the  offense  and  sad 
other  matters  as  are  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of 
law,  issue  a  warrant  to  bring  the  person  so  charged  before  the  same  o: 
some  other  court  or  magistrate  within  the  county  where  such  person  is 
found. 

Sec.  4.  Mat  oiyb  Bbcookizai^cb  when — Failttrb  to  Appear.  11, 
upon  examination  of  the  person  charged,  it  appears  to  the  court  or  magis- 
trate there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true,  and 
that  such  person  may  be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  Governor,  he  shall,  if 
the  offense  is  bailable,  be  required  to  recognize  with  sufficient  sureties,  in 
a  reasonable  sum,  to  appear  before  such  court  or  magistrate  at  a  future  d%i 
allowing  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  the  warrant  of  the  executive,  and  u 
abide  the  order  of  the  court  or  magistrate,  and  if  such  person  shall  not  > 
recognize,  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison,  and  there  detained  until  snch 
day,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense  charged  had  been  committed  within 
this  State;  and  if  the  person  so  recognizing  fails  to  appear  according  to  the 
condition  of  his  recognizance,  he  shall  be  defaulted,  and  the  like  procefd* 
ing  shall  be  had  as  in  case  of  other  recognizances  entered  into  before  soch 
court  or  magistrate;  but  if  the  offense  is  not  bailable,  he  shall  be  com- 
mitted to  prison,  and  there  detained  until  the  day  so  appointed  for  his 
appearance  before  the  court  or  magistrate. 

Sbo.  5.  Shall  bb  Dischargbd,  when.  If  the  person  so  recognized  or 
committed  appears  before  the  court  or  magistrate  upon  the  day  ordered  U 
shall  be  discharged  unless  he  is  demanded  by  some  person  authorized  bj 
the  warrant  of  the  executive  to  receive  him,  or  unless  the  ^ourt  or  ma^> 
trate  sees  cause  to  commit  him,  or  to  require  him  to  recognize  anew,  fcr 
his  appearance  at  some  other  day ;  and  if,  when  ordered,  he  shall  not  «> 
recognize,  he  shall  be  committed  and  detained  as  before  provided ;  wfaetiie 
the  person  so  discharged  is  recognized,  committed  or  discharged,  anj  per* 
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80Q  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  executive  may  at  all  times  take  him 
into  custody,  and  the  same  is  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance,  if  any,  and 
shall  not  be  deemed  an  escape. 

Sbc.  6.  CoMFLAiNAirr  Liable  fob  Expenses.  The  complainant  in  such 
case  shall  be  answerable  for  the  actual  costs  and  charges,  and  for  the  sup- 
port in  prison,  of  any  person  so  committed,  and  shall  advance  to  the  jailer 
ODC  week^s  board  at  the  time  of  commitment,  and  so  from  week  to  week  so 
loDg  as  such  persons  shall  remain  in  jail ;  and  if  he  fails  so  to  do,  the  jailer 
may  forthwith  discharge  such  person  from  custody. 

Sbc.  7.  Conybtino  Pbisonbbs  thbouoh  tkis  State.  Any  person  who 
has  been  or  shall  be  convicted  of  or  charged  with  any  crime,  in  any  other 
State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  and  who  shall  be  lawfully  in  the 
custody  of  any  officer  of  the  State  or  Territory  where  such  offense  is  claimed 
to  have  been  committed,  may  be  by  said  officer  conveyed  from  and  through 
this  State,  for  which  purpose  said  officer  shall  have  all  the  powers  in  regard 
to  the  control  and  custody  of  said  prisoner,  that  an  officer  of  this  State  has 
over  a  prisoner  in  his  charge.     [1877,  chap.  104,  §  1.] 

4>  *  >^  «  >^  >^  * 

Sec.  4.  FuomvES  to  be  kept  m  Amr  Jail.  Any  county  jail  may  Be  used 
for  the  safe-keeping  of  any  fugitive  from  justice  in  this  State,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  any  act  of  Congress ;  and  the  jailer  shall  be  entitled 
to  reasonable  compensation  for  the  support  and  custody  of  such  fugitive 
from  the  officer  having  him  in  custody. 


XX.  Mississippi. 

[From  Revised  Code  of  Mississippi,  Campbell,  1880,  chap.  7,  $  198,  page 
04;  and  chap.  78,  ^  8120-8125,  pages  798,  799.] 

Sectiok  198.  Duty  of  Govebnob  as  to  Abbest  OFFuomvEs.    It  shall 

be  the  duty  of  the  Governor  of  this  State,  on  demand  made  by  the  executive 

authority  of  any  other  State,  Territory  or  district,  for  any  person  charged, 

on  affidavit  or  indictment,  in  such  other  State,  Territory  or  district,  with  a 

criminal  offense  (and  who  shall  have  fled  from  justice,  and  be  found  in  this 

State),  accompanied  with  a  copy  of  such  affidavit  or  indictment,  certified  as 

authentic  by  such  executive  authority,  to  cause  such  offender  to  be  arrested 

and  delivered  up  to  the  authority  of  such  State,  Territory  or  district,  for 

removal  to  the  jurisdiction  having  cognizance  of  such  offense,  upon  the 

payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  consequent  on  such  arrest;  and  it  shall 

"be  the  duty  of  the  Governor,  in  like  manner,  to  demand  and  receive  f ugi- 

-tives  from  justice,  for  offenses  committed  in  this  State. 

1^  *  >^  *  >^  >^  >^ 

Ssa  8120.  Abbest  of  FuomvEs  bt  Magibtbates.  Any  justice  of  the 
peace  or  other  conservator  of  the  peace,  upon  complaint  on  oath  made 
iHsf ore  him,  or  on  other  satisfactory  evidence,  that  any  person  found  within 
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thk  State  has  committed  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,  in  aomeoiherStite 
or  Territory,  and  has  fled  from  justice,  may  issue  a  warrant  for  the  unit 
of  such  person,  as  if  the  offense  had  been  committed  in  this  State. 

Sbo.  8121.  Bail^  how  Fusnibbbd.  If  it  shall  appear  to  the  jwdoeof 
the  peace  or  other  officer  before  whom  such  person  shall  be  brought^  tint 
there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true^  he  shall,  if 
the  prisoner  would  be  entitled  to  ball,  if  the  offense  had  been  coauniUed  ia 
this  State,  require  him  to  furnish  bail  to  appear  before  the  circuit  cooit  of 
the  county  at  its  next  term  and  from  day  to  day  and  term  to  tenn  until  dis- 
charged by  law,  and,  if  such  person  shall  not  give  ball  with  suffldeat  nn- 
ties  as  required,  he  shall  be  committed  to  jail  until  he  shall  give  soch  bul, 
or  until  he  shall  be  discharged  as  hereinafter  provided.  If  sadi  perm 
would  not  be  bailable,  if  the  offense  charged  had  been  committed  in  thii 
State,  he  shall  be  c<Mnmitted  to  jail  to  remain  until  discharged  as  heraa. 
after  prorided. 

Sec.  8123.  Pbogbbdinos  Thbbboit.  Any  recognizanceor  bond  so  Ukn 
shall  be  delivered  at  once  to  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  before  which  the 
party  is  bound  to  appear,  and  like  proceeding  shall  be  had  thereon  bs  b 
case  of  other  recognizances  to  appear  before  said  court 

Sso.  8123.  Duty  of  ComnrmTG  Maoibtbatb.  The  justice  of  the  peace 
or  other  officer  recognizing  or  committing  such  person  shall  immediately 
report  the  fact  to  the  Governor  of  this  State,  who  shall  thereupon  commo- 
nicate  ^e  information  to  the  executive  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  whid 
the  offense  is  charged  to  have  been  committed. 

Sbo.  8124.  When  FnorrrvB  to  be  Discharged.  If  the  person  so  nest- 
nized  shall  appear  before  the  circuit  court,  according  to  his  obligatioD,  be 
shall  be  discharged  by  such  court,  unless  he  shall  be  demanded  by  aofse 
person  authorized  by  the  Governor  of  this  State  to  demand  hiro,  or  nnlts 
such  court  shall  commit  him,  if  he  was  improperly  admitted  to  bail,  or  sh&l 
recognize  him  anew,  if  his  recognizance  be  insufficient,  or  shall  order  bi< 
recognizance  as  first  given  to  continue  in  force  for  a  longer  time ;  but  ss; 
such  person  may»  at  any  time,  be  taken  into  custody  by  any  person  autbc> 
ized  by  the  Governor  of  this  State,  and  such  taking  into  custody  shall  be  i 
discharge  from  any  recognizance  he  may  have  given. 

Soa  8129.  Ck)6T8  and  Jail  Fees.  The  person  making  complaint  to  ^ 
cure  the  arrest  of  any  person,  as  above  provided  for,  shall  bo  aaswenb>. 
for  all  the  costs  of  the  arrest  and  trial,  and  for  the  jail  fees  of  any  penos 
committed  to  jail ;  and  the  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  offilcer  applied  to 
may  require  such  deposit  of  money,  or  security,  for  the  payment  of  si 
costs,  charges  and  fees  in  such  proceeding  as  he  thinks  reasonable,  siidm^5 
refuse  to  issue  a  warrant,  or  to  commit  a  person  to  jail,  or  do  any  thing  :- 
such  matter  until  compliance  with  his  requirement  of  a  deposit  or  o^bff 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  and  jail  fees  likely  to  be  incorred. 
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XXL  MiBflotmx. 

[From  the  Rerised  Statutes  of  Missouri,  1879,  chap.  108,  SS  5701-5719, 
ToL  2,  pages  1120-1122.] 

Section  5701.  (jk>ysiiNOB  to  Issue  WARRAitr,  when.  Whenever  the  ex- 
ecutive of  any  other  State  shall  demand  of  the  executive  of  this  State  any 
person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  shall  have  complied  with  the  requi- 
sites of  the  act  of  Congress  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  ekecntive  of  ihis  State  to  issue  his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of 
the  State,  directed  to  any  sheriff,  coroner  or  other  person  whom  he  may 
think  fit  to  intrust  with  the  execution  of  such  warrant.    [G-.  S.  869,  §  1.] 

^BO.  5702.  Warrant  to  Give  what  Authority.  The  warrant  shall 
authorize  the  officer  or  person  to  Whom  it  is  directed,  to  arrest  the  fugitive 
anywhere  within  the  limits  of  thia  State,  and  convey  him  to  any  place 
therein  named,  and  shall  command  all  sheriffs,  coroners,  constables  and 
other  officers  to  whom  the  warrant  may  be  shown,  to  aid  and  assist  in  the 
execution  thereof.     [G.  S.  869,  §  2.] 

Sso.  6708.  Whbrb  and  how  Ezboutbd.  Every  warrant  so  issued 
may  be  executed  in  any  part  of  the  State,  and  the  officer  or  person  to  whom 
it  is  directed  ^all  have  the  same  power  to  command  assistance  therein,  and 
in  receiving  and  conveying  to  the  proper  place  any  person  duly  arrested  by 
virtue  thereof,  as  sheriffs  and  other  officers,  by  law,  have  in  the  execution 
of  civil  or  criminal  processes  directed  to  them,  with  like  penalties  on  those 
who  refuse  their  assbtance.     [G.  8.  869,  §  8.] 

Ssa  5704.  Power  and  Dott  of  Offioer  Arresting.  The  officer  or 
person  executing  such  warrant  may,  when  necessary,  confine  the  prisoner 
arrested  by  him  in  the  jail  of  any  county  through  which  he  may  pass,  in 
conveying  such  prisoner  to  the  place  commanded  in  the  warrant ;  and  the 
keeper  of  such  jail  shall  receive  aud  safely  keep  such  prisoner  until  the 
person  having  him  in  charge  shall  be  ready  to  proceed  on  his  route.  [G.  S. 
869,  $4.] 

Ssc.  5705.  Expenses,  how  Paid.  The  expenses  which  may  accrue 
under  the  foregoing  sections  of  thb  chapter  shall  be  paid  by  the  State  or 
Territory  making  the  demand  of  such  fugitive  from  justice.  [Laws  1877,  p. 
206,  §  1.] 

Sec.  5706.  Judge  or  Justice, mat  Issue  Warrant,  when.  When- 
ever any  person  within  this  State  shall  be  charged,  on  the  oath  or  affirma- 
tion of  any  credible  witness,  before  any  judge  or  justice  of  a  court  of  record, 
or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  with  the  commission  of  any  crime  in  any  other 
State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  fled  from  justiccf  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge  or  justice  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  appre- 
hension of  the  party  charged.     [G.  8.  869,  §  6.] 

Sec.  5707.  On  Examination,  Party  mat  be  Committed.  If,  upon 
exaaiination,  it  shall  appear  to  the  judge  or  justice  that  the  person  charged 
is  guilty  of  the  crime  alleged,  he  shall  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the 
county  ;  or  if  the  offense  is  bailable,  take  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the 
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next  term  of  the  court  of  the  county  having  criminal  jurisdiction.    [Q.  S. 
870,  §  7.] 

Bbc.  5708.  PBOCBBDniOB  ON  Examination.  The  judge  or  joitice 
shall  proceed  in  the  examination  in  the  same  manner  as  is  required 
when  a  person  is  brought  before  such  officer,  charged  with  aa  of- 
fense against  the  laws  ot  this  State,  and  shall  reduce  the  examination  to 
writing  and  make  return  thereof  as  in  other  cases,  and  shall,  also,  send  & 
copy  of  the  examination  and  proceedings  to  the  Governor  of  this  8tite 
without  delay.     [G.  S.  870,  §  8.] 

Sbc.  5709.  Dttty  of  tub  Gotbbnor.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Gover- 
nor, the  examination  contains  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  finding  of 
an  indictment,  he  shall  forthwith  notify  the  executive  of  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory in  which  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  of  the  proceed- 
ings against  the  person  arrested,  and  that  he  will  be  delivered  on  demiDd. 
without  requiring  a  copy  of  an  indictment  to  accompany  the  demaod.  ;G. 
S.  870,  §  9.] 

Sec.  6710.  Offbndbb  to  bb  Dblivbbed  upon  DBiCAjn>.  Where  i 
demand  shall  be  made  for  the  offender,  the  Governor  shall  forthwith  issat 
his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  coaotj 
wherein  the  party  charged  is  committed  or  bailed,  commanding  him  to 
surrender  the  accused  to  such  messenger  as  shall  be  therein  named,  to  U 
conveyed  out  of  the  Stote.     [G.  S.  870,  §  10a.] 

Sbg.  5711.    If  at  Largb  on   Bail,   Sheriff  Authorizbd  to  Tin 

Hoc    If  the  accused  shall  be  at  large,  on  bail  or  otherwise,  it  shall  be 

lawful  for  the  sheriff  to  arrest  him  forthwith,  anywhere  within  the  St^ 

and  to  surrender  him  agreeably  to  the  command  of  the  warrant .    [6.  i 

870,  8  11.] 
Seo.  6712.  Cirouit  Court  mat  Discharok.    In  all  cases  where  the  piny 

shall  have  been  admitted  to  bail  and  shall  appear,  according  to  the  comii 

tion  of  his  recognizance,  and  he  shall  not  have  been  demanded,  the  coot 

may  discharge  the  recognizance  or  continue  it,  according  to  the  circom- 

stances  of  the  case — such  as  distance  of  the  place  where   the  offensfu 

alleged  to  have  been  committed,  the  time  since  the  arrest,  the  nature  of  thf 

evidence,  and  the  like.     [G.  S.  870,  §  12.] 

Seo.  6713.  Limitation  of  Imprisonment.  In  no  case  shall  the  partj  be 
kept  in  prison  or  held  to  bail  beyond  f  he  end  of  the  second  term  of  (^ 
court  after  the  arrest,  and  if  no  demand  is  made  for  him  within  that  tim^ 
he  shall  be  discharged.     [G.  S.  870,  §  13.] 

Seo.  5714.  Rbcoontzancb  to  Inure  to  State.  When  any  such  recrc- 
niz»Dce  shall  be  forfeited,  it  shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  State.  [6.^ 
870,  §  14.] 

SBa  5715.  Sbguritt  for  Costs.  When  a  complaint  shall  he  midf 
against  any  person,  as  provided  by  this  chapter,  the  judge  or  justice  &^4li 
take  from  the  proseeutor  a  bond  to  the  clerk  of  the  courts  with  soilici^* 
security  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  which  msj  accr^ 
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by  occasion  of  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  party  charged,  which  bond 
shall  be  certified  and  returned,  with  the  examination,  to  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  court  having  criminal  jurisdiction.     [G.  S.  870,  §  15.] 

Sbo.  6716.  Costs,  how  Collbctbd.  Upon  the  determination  of  the 
proceedings  in  that  court  the  clerk  may  issue  fee  bills,  which  shall  be 
served  on  the  principal  and  securities  in  the  bond  by  the  sheriff  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  fee  bills,  for  which  service  the  sheriff  shall  be  allowed 
the  same  fees  as  for  serving  notices.     [G.  S.  870,  §  16.  ] 

Sbo.  5717.  If  not  Paid,  Exbcution  to  Issub,  whbn.  If  the  costs  and 
charges  are  not  paid  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  the  next  term  of  the 
court,  nor  any  cause  shown  why  they  should  not  be  paid,  the  clerk  may 
issue  execution  for  the  same  against  the  parties  on  whom  the  fee  bills  were 
served.     [G.  S.  870.  §  17.] 

Sbo.  5718.  Prbcbdino  Sections  Constbubd.  Nothing  in  the  two  pre- 
ceding sections  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  clerk  from  instituting  suit 
on  such  bond  for  the  recovery  of  the  costs  and  charges.     [G.  S.  871,  §  18.] 

Sbo.  5719.  Bail  hat  be  Taken.  Whenever  any  person  shall  have  been 
committed  to  the  jail  of  the  county  upon  examination  for  a  bailable  offense, 
imder  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  he  may  be  let  to  bail  with  sufficient 
security  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  court  of  the  county 
having  criminal  jurisdiction,  by  the  court  or  judge  of  the  court  having 
criminal  jurisdiction,  or  by  any  judge  or  justice  of  the  county  court  [G. 
8.  871,  S  !».] 


XXII.  Nbbbaska. 

[From  the  Compiled  Statutes  of   Nebraska,   Brown,   1881,   chap.  80, 
880-834,  pages  716,  717.] 

Section  880.  Abrest  of  FxrornYES  by  Maoistratbs.  When  an  affidavit 
shall  be  filed  before  any  judge  of  a  district  court,  or  any  judge  of  probate 
or  police  court,  or  any  justice  of  the  peace,  within  this  State,  setting  forth 
that  any  person  charged  with  the  commission  of  any  criminal  offense  against 
the  laws  of  any  other  State  or  any  of  the  Territories  of  the  United  States, 
and  which,  if  the  act  had  been  committed  in  this  State,  would,  by  the  laws 
thereof,  have  been  a  crime,  is  at  the  time  of  filing  such  affidavit  within  the 
county  where  the  same  may  be  filed,  it  shall  be  lawful,  and  it  is  hereby 
made  the  duty  of  such  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  to  issue  his  warrant, 
directed  to  the  sheriff  or  any  constable  of  the  county,  commanding  him 
forthwith  to  arrest  and  bring  before  the  officer  issiung  ruch  writ  the  person 
so  charged. 

Sec.  831.  Examination.  When  the  person  arrested,  as  provided  in  the 
last  preceding  section,  shall  be  brought  before  the  officer  issuing  such  war- 
rant, it  shall  be  lawful,  and  it  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of  such  officer  to 
hear  and  examine  such  charge,  and  upon  proof  by  him  adjudged  to  bo 
sufficient,  to  commit  such  person  to  the  jail  of  the  county  in  which  such 
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examination  shall  take  place,  or  cause  such  person  to  be  delirered  to  mat 
suitable  person,  to  be  removed  to  the  proper  place  of  proeecation. 

Sbc.  832.  NoTiCB.  Whenever  any  person  is  committed  to  jail  by  my 
judge  or  justice  of  the  peace,  by  either  of  the  provisions  of  the  preceding 
section,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  judge  t>r  justice  of  the  peace  foithwith 
to  give  notice,  by  letter  or  otherwise,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  whiek 
such  offense  shall  have  been  committed,  or  to  the  person  injured  bj  nd 
offense,  or  to  the  proper  authorized  agent  or  officer,  and  no  penon  so  ocni- 
mltted  shall  be  delayed  longer  in  jail  than  necessary  to  allow  a  reasoiisbte 
time  to  the  person  so  notified,  after  he  shall  have  received  such  nodoe,  to 
apply  for  and  obtain  the  proper  requisition  for  the  person  so  committed. 

Sec.  388.  Deicahd  bt  ExBCurnra  of  anothbb  State.  Whenever  t 
demand  is  made  upon  the  Governor  of  this  State  by  the  executive  of  i&j 
other  State  or  Territory,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  for  the  delivery  of  any  person  charged  in  sacb 
State  or  Territory  with  any  crime,  if  such  person  is  not  held  in  custody  & 
under  bail  to  answer  for  any  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  SUta 
or  of  this  State,  he  shall  issue  his  warrant  under  the  seal  of  the  State, 
authorizing  the  agent  who  makes  the  demand,  either  forthwith  or  at  nicb 
time  as  may  be  designated  in  the  warranty  to  take  and  transport  such  per- 
son to  the  line  of  this  State,  at  the  ei^pense  of  such  agept,  and  may  aho 
by  such  warrant  require  all  peace  officers  to  afford  needful  assistance  in  tbe 
execution  thereof. 

Sbc.  884.  Aobhtb  to  Forbign  GtovERincBNTS.  The  Grovemor  of  tlus 
State  may,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  appoint  agents  to  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  acj 
foreign  government,  any  fugitive  from  justice,  charged  with  treason  or 
felony,  and  the  accounts  of  the  agents  appointed  must  be  audited  by  ttx 
auditor,  and  paid  out  of  the  S.t^te  funds. 


XXm.  Nbyada. 

[From  Compiled  Laws  of  Nevada,  1878,  §§  2878-2380,  vol  1,  pages  M, 
649.] 

(§2278.)  Section  668.  FuGmvEs  to  be  Dblvebed  ytp.  A  penos 
charged,  in  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  with  treason,  feloij 
or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State,  shall, « 
demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  be 
fled,  be  delivered  up  by  the  GU>vernor  of  this  Territory,  to  be  removed  t» 
the  State  or  Territory  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime. 

(§2279.)  BBa654.  How  AFPRiHi2n>ED.  A  magistrate  may  issue  a  wamsc 
for  the  apprehension  of  a  person  so  charged,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  aad 
be  found  in  this  State. 

(§  2280.)  Sec.  666.  Pbocbedings  fob  Abrest  abd  C^okmitmbbt.  11» 
proceedings  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  the  person  charged  shall  be 
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in  all  respects  similar  to  those  provided  in  this  act  for  the  arrest  and  com- 
mitment of  a  person  chaiged  with  a  public  often^e  committed  within  this 
State,  except  that  an  exemplified  copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  other 
judicial  proceedings  had  against  him  in  the  St^  or  Territory  in  which  he 
is  charged  to  have  committed  the  offense,  may  be  received  as  evidence 
before  the  magistrate. 

(§  2281.)  810.  656.  Saxx.  If,  from  the  examination,  it  appear  that  the 
person  charged  has  committed  treason,  felony  or  other  crime  charged,  the 
magistrate,  by  warrant  reciting  the  accusation,  shall  commit  him  to  the 
proper  custody  within  his  county,  for  a  time  to  be  specified  in  the  warrant, 
which  the  magistrate  may  deem  reasonable,  to  enable  the  arrest  of  the 
fugitive  under  the  warrant  of  the  executive  of  this  State,  on  the  requisition 
of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  he  committed 
the  offense,  unless  he  give  bail  as  provided  in  the  next  section,  or  until  he 
be  legally  discharged. 

({  2282.)  8bc.  657.  Bail.  The  magistrate  may  admit^the  person  arrested 
to  bail  by  recognizance  with  sufficient  securities,  and  in  such  sum  as  he 
may  deem  proper,  for  his  appearance  before  him  at  a  time  specified  in  the 
recognizance,  and  for  his  surrender  to  be  arrested  upon  the  warrant  of  the 
Governor  of  this  State. 

({  2283.)  Sec.  658.  District  Attornbt  to  bi  Notified.  Immediately 
upon  the  arrest  of  the  person  charged,  the  magistrate  shall  give  notice  to 
the  district  attorney  of  the  district  of  the  name  of  the  person  and  the  cause 
of  the  arrest. 

(§  2284.)  Sec.  650.  Notice  to  Authobftt  of  State  hayiho  Jubisdio- 
TiON.  The  district  attorney  shall  immediately  thereafter  give  notice  to  the 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory,  or  to  the  prosecuting  attorney, 
or  presiding  judge  of  the  Criminal  Court  of  the  city  or  county,  within 
the  State  or  Territory  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense,  to  the  end  that  a 
demand  may  be  made  for  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  the  person  charged. 

(i  2285.)  Sec.  660.  Ih  cbbtaih  Eybht  to  be  Dischabobd.  The  person 
arrested  shall  be  discharged  from  custody  or  bail,  unless  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  designated  in  the  warrant  or  recognizance,  he  be  arrested 
under  the  warrant  of  the  Qovemor  of  this  State. 

(§  2286.)  Sec.  661.  Ritubh  of  Pbockdinos  to  Ooubt.  The  magistrate 
shall  make  return  of  his  proceedings  to  the  next  District  Court  of  the  county, 
-which  shall  thereupon  inquire  into  the  cause  of  the  arrest  and  detention  of 
the  person  charged,  and  if  he  be  in  custody,  or  the  time  of  his  arrest  have  not 
elapsed,  the  court  may  discharge  him  from  detention,  or  may  order  his 
recognizance  of  bail  to  be  canceled,  or  may  continue  his  detention  for  a 
longer  time,  or  may  readmit  him  to  bail,  to  appear  and  surrender  himself 
-within  a  time  to  be  specified  in  the  recognizance. 
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XXIV.  Nxw  Hamfbhibe. 

[From  General  Laws  of  New  Hampshire,  1878,  chap.  264,  f§  1-12,  page 
599,  600.] 

Sectioh  1.  Arrest  of  FuomvEB  bt  Maoibtratbb.  When  any  penon 
in  this  State  is  charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  another  State,  and  is 
liable  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  delivered  orer  upon  demaod 
of  the  executive  of  such  State,  any  court  or  justice  may,  upon  compkiat 
on  oath  setting  forth  the  offense  and  other  matters  necessary  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  law,  issue  a  warrant  to  bring  the  person  so  charged  before 
him  or  some  other  justice,  to  answer  such  complaint 

Sec.  2.  Pbocbedikgs  if  Offense  is  Capital.  If  upon  examination 
there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true,  and  that  sad 
person  may  be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  executive  of  this  State,  he  shall 
if  charged  with  a  capital  offense,  be  committed  to  jail,  there  to  be  detaifitd 
\mtil  a  day  so  appointed  as  to  allow  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  the  war- 
rant of  such  executive. 

Sec.  8.  Rbgoohizanch  when  the  Offbhbb  is  not  Cafitalu  If  fad 
person  is  charged  with  an  offense  not  capital,  the  court  or  magistrate  mir 
order  him  to  recognize,  with  sufficient  sureties,  to  appear  at  a  day  so  ap- 
pointed, and,  if  he  fails  to  recognize,  may' commit  him  to  jail,  there  to  be 
detained  not  exceeding  thirty  days,  unless  sooner  discharged  by  due  course 
of  law. 

Sec.  4.  Prisoner  Discharged  unless  Dbhanded,  whkn  and  hot 
If  the  person  so  recognized  or  committed  appears  before  the  court  or  mag- 
istrate upon  the  day  ordered,  he  shall  be  discharged  unless  he  is  demaadec 
by  some  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  executive  to  recast 
him. 

Sec.  6.  Mat  be  Arrested,  when.  Any  person  authorized  by  wamrt 
of  the  executive  may  take  such  offender  into  custody  at  any  time,  whether 
recognized,  committed,  or  discharged,  and  such  taking  shall  be  a  diachar^ 
of  the  recognizance,  if  any,  and  shall  not  be  deemed  an  escape. 

Sec.  8.  Complainant  to  pat  Costs,  when.  The  complainant  in  ertn 
such  case  shall  pay  all  the  actual  costs  and  charges,  and  for  the  supporc  ia 
jail  of  any  person  committed  as  aforesaid  at  the  rate  of  two  dollan  r^ 
fifty  cents  per  week,  and  shall  advance  the  money  therefor  from  time  Vi 
time,  or  give  to  the  jailer  satisfactory  security  therefor.  If  the  com{rfa& 
ant  neglects  for  twenty-four  hours  after  he  is  required  by  the  jailer  to  pn 
such  security  or  advance  such  money,  tlie  jailer  may  discharge  him. 

Sec.  7.  Governor  to  Examine  into  Cause.  When  a  demand  is  m^ 
upon  the  Governor  by  the  executive  of  any  other  State,  for  the  delire.7 
over  of  any  person  charged  in  such  State  with  any  crime,  the  Attorncj- 
Gkneral  or  any  other  prosecuting  officer,  when  required  by  the  €k>venKC 
shall  ascertain  and  report  to  the  Gk)vemor  all  material  facts  known  relstijc 
to  the  case,  and  especially  whether  he  is  held  in  custody  or  is  under  recc^' 
nizance  to  answer  for  any  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States^  c: 
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of  this  State,  or  by  force  of  any  civil  process,  and  also  whether  such  demand 
is  made  conformably  to  law,  bo  that  such  person  ought  to  be  deliyered 
up, 

Sbo.  8.  When  to  Dblitbr  Up  akd  How.  If  the  Gk>vernor  is  satisfied 
that  the  demand  is  conformable  to  hiw  and  ought  to  be  complied  with,  he 
shall  issue  his  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  authonzing  the  agent 
who  shall  make  such  demand^  either  forthwith  or  at  such  time  as  shall  be 
designated  in  the  warrant,  to  take  and  transport  such  person  to  the  line  of 
the  State,  at  the  expense  of  such  agent,  and  shall  also,  by  such  warrant, 
require  the  civil  officers  within  this  State  to  afford  all  needful  assistance  in 
the  execution  thereof. 

Sbo.  9.  Trahbit  Through  the  State.  When  any  offender  is  appre- 
hended in  any  neighboring  State,  and  it  may  be  necessary  to  carry  him 
through  this  State  to  the  place  where  the  offense  was  committed,  any  jus- 
tice, upon  application  and  proof  that  lawful  process  has  issued  against  such 
offender,  shall  issue  a  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal,  directed  to  any 
sheriff  or  his  deputy,  or  to  any  person  by  name  who  shall  be  sworn  to  the 
faithful  performance  of  his  duty,  authorizing  such  conveyance. 

Sec.  10.  Mode  of  Prockediko  in  bitch  Case.  Such  person  or  officer 
shall  cause  such  offender  to  be  conveyed  to  the  line  of  this  State  next  to 
the  State  where  the  offense  was  committed,  there  to  be  delivered  to  some 
proper  officer  ready  to  receive  him,  and  all  persons  to  whom  such  warrant 
may  be  directed  are  required  to  obey  such  order,  upon  payment  or  tender 
of  the  lawful  fees  therefor. 

Sec.  11.  Powers  of  Officers  in  such  Oases.  Any  sheriff,  deputy 
sheriff,  constable,  or  other  officer  of  justice,  of  any  neighboring  State,  with 
his  assistants,  in  the  execution  of  any  lawful  process  issuing  from  and 
returnable  to  any  court  in  such  State,  may  pass  himself,  and  convey  such 
persons  or  things  as  he  may  have  in  his  custody  by  virtue  of  such  lawful 
process,  through  this  State,  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  any  officer  of 
this  State  might  do. 

Sec.  12.  Penalty  for  Obstructing  Officer.  If  any  person  shall 
assault  or  obstruct  any  such  officer  or  his  assistant,  passing  through  this 
State,  in  the  execution  of  any  such  process,  he  shall  be  liable  to  the  same 
punishment  as  if  such  person  were  an  officer  of  this  State. 


XXV.    Kew  Jersey. 

[From  the  Revision  of  the  Statutes  of  New  Jersey,  §  107,  act  of  March 
27,  1874,  at  page  287.] 

Section  107.  Expenses  of  Apprehension  of  FuornvB.  In  any  case 
where  a  person  charged  in  this  State  with  any  crime  shall  flee  from  justice 
and  be  found  in  another  State,  and  the  Attorney-General  or  the  prosecutor  of 
the  pleas  for  any  county  where  such  person  is  so  charged  shall  recommend 
to  the  Governor  or  person  administering  the  Government  of  this  State,  to 
demand  the  said  fugitive,  so  that  he  may  be  brought  into  this  State  for 
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trial ;  and  the  said  f active  shall,  on  the  demand  of  the  executive  aathority 
of  this  State,  be  delivered  up  and  removed  to  this  State,  the  expense  of 
such  removal,  being  first  ascertained  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Gk>venior  or 
person  administering  the  €k>vemment,  shall  on  warrant  from  him,  be  paid 
by  the  Treasurer  of  this  State,  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  treasury  not  other- 
wise appropriated.  [Act  passed  Dec.  91,  1824,  as  supplemented  by  Laws 
1878,  chap.  88.] 

XXVI.  NbwYobk. 

[From  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  part  6,  title  4,  chap.  1,  §§  827- 
83ff.] 

SscnoH  827.  RsqiTisiTioiis  from  Other  States.  A  person  charged  in 
any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  with  treason,  felony  or  other 
crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State,  must  on  demand 
of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territoiy  from  which  he  fled,  be 
delivered  up  by  the  Governor  of  this  State,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  or 
Territory  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime. 

Sec.  828.  Maqibtratb  to  Issue  Warraet.  A  magistrate  may  issue  a 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  a  person  so  charged,  who  shall  flee  from 
justice  and  be  found  within  this  State. 

Sec.  829.  Procbedinob  for  Arrest  aed  CoHMrmEET.  The  proceed- 
ings for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  the  person  charged  are  in  all  respects 
similar  to  those  provided  in  this  code,  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  s 
person  charged  with  a  public  offense  committed  in  this  State;  except,  that 
an  exemplified  copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  other  judicial  proceeding 
had  against  him,  in  the  State  or  Territoiy  in  which  he  is  charged  to  hare 
committed  the  offense,  may  be  received  ss  evidence  before  the  ma^ristrate. 

Sic.  880.  Whee  aed  for  what  Time  to  be  GoiocrrTED.  If,  from  the 
examination,  it  appear  that  the  person  charged  has  committed  the  crime 
alleged,  the  magistrate,  by  warrant  reciting  the  accusation,  must  commit 
him  to  the  proper  custody  in  his  county,  for  a  time  specified  in  the  wrarrant 
.which  the  magistrate  deems  reasonable,  to  enable  the  arrest  of  the  furtive 
under  th*e  warrant  of  the  executive  of  this  State,  on  the  requisition  of  the 
executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  he  committed  the 
offense,  unless  he  give  bail,  as  provided  in  the  next  section,  or  until  he  be 
legally  discharged. 

Sko.  881.  Admissioe  to  Bail.  A  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  may 
admit  the  person  arrested  to  bail,  by  an  undertaking,  with  suffiaent  muredea 
and  in  such  sum  as  he  deems  proper,  for  his  appearance  before  him  at  a  time 
specified  in  the  undertaking,  and  for  his  surrender  to  be  arrested  upon  the 
warrant  of  the  governor  of  this  State. 

Sec.  832.  Nonca  to  Dibtriot  Attoreet.  Immediately  upon  the 
arrest  of  the  person  charged,  the  magistrate  must  give  notice  to  the  diatrid 
attorney  of  the  county,  of  the  name  of  the  pers<m  and  the  caoae  of  hu 
arrest. 
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8ec.  883.  NoTiCB  to  EzxounyjB  Authobitt  of  thb  Statb,  xto.  The 
district  attorney  most  immediately  thereafter  give  notice  to  the  executive 
authority  of  the  State  or  Territory,  or  to  the  prosecuting  attorney  or  pre- 
siding judge  of  the  criminal  court  of  the  city  or  county  therein,  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  offense,  to  the  end  that  a  demand  may  be  made  for  the 
arrest  and  surrender  of  the  person  charged. 

Sbc.  884.  DncHABOB,  vklmbs  dtjlt  Subbxndioubd.  The  person  arrested 
must  be  discharged  from  custody  or  bail,  unless  before  the  expiration  of 
the  time  designated  in  the  warrant  or  undertaking,  he  be  arrested^under 
the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State. 

Bbc.  885.  Rbtubk  of  thb  Pboobbdinos.  The  magistrate  must  return 
his  proceedings  to  the  next  court  of  sessions  of  the  county,  which  must 
thereupon  inquire  into  the  cause  of  the  arrest  and  detention  of  the  person 
charged ;  and  if  he  be  in  custody,  or  the  time  for  his  arrest  have  not  elapsed, 
it  may  discharge  him  from  detentioUf  or  may  order  his  undertaking  of  bail 
to  be  canceled,  or  continue  his  detention  for  a  longer  time,  or  readmit  him 
to  bail,  to  appear  and  surrender  himself  within  a  time  specified  in  the 
undertaking. 


XXVn.  KoBTR  Oabouba. 

[From  the  Code  of  North  Carolina,  vol.  1,  chap^  26,  g  1181,  page  456,  and 
iS  1105-1170,  pages  465-467.] 

Sbctioh  1181.  Fblohs  Flbubo  fboic  Jubticb  Outlawbd.  In  all 
cases  where  any  two  justices  of  the  peace,  or  any  judge  of  the  Supreme, 
Superior  or  criminal  courts,  shall,  on  written  affidavit,  filed  and  retained  by 
such  justice  or  judge,  receive  information  that  a  felony  has  been  committed 
by  any  person,  and  that  such  person  flees  from  justice,  conceals  himself  and 
evades  arrest,  and  service  of  the  usual  process  of  the  law,  the  said  judge, 
or  thfl  said  two  justices,  being  justices  of  the  county  wherein  such  person 
is  supposed  to  lurk  or  conceal  himself,  are  hereby  empowered  and  required 
to  issue  proclamation  against  him  reciting  his  name,  if  known,  and  thereby 
requiring  him  forthwith  to  surrender  himself  ;  and  also,  when  issued  by 
any  judge,  empowering  and  requiring  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  said 
justices  to  take  such  power  with  him  as  he  shall  think  fit  and  necessary  for 
going  in  search  and  pursuit  of,  and  effectually  apprehending  such  fugitive 
from  justice,  which  proclamation  shall  be  published  at  the  door  of  the 
court-house  of  any  county  in  which  such  fugitive  is  supposed  to  lurk  or 
conceal  himself,  and  at  such  other  places  as  the  judge  or  justices  shall  di- 
rect; and  if  any  persqn  against  whom  proclamation  hath  been  thus  issued, 
continue  to  stay  out,  lurk  and  conceal  himself  and  do  not  inmiediately 
surrender  himself,  any  citizen  of  the  State  may  capture,  arrest  and  bring 
him  to  justice,  and  in  case  of  flight  or  resistance  by  him,  after  being  called 
on  and  warned  to  surrender,  may  slay  him  without  accusation  or  impeach- 
ment of  any  crime.  [1866,  chap.  6d;  1868-9,  chap.  168,  sub-chap.  1,  §  8.] 
«  *  «  *  *  *  * 
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Sec.  1165.  FnoiTrviBS  frox  Justice,  who  hat  Abrbst.  Any  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  any  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  or  of  any  crim- 
inal court,  or  any  justice  of  the  peace,  or  mayor  of  any  city,  or  chief  mag* 
istrate  of  any  incorporated  town,  on  satisfactory  information  laid  before 
him  that  any  fugitive  in  the  State  has  committed  out  of  the  State,  and 
within  the  United  States,  any  offense  which,  by  law  of  the  State  in  which 
the  offense  was  committed,  is  punishable  either  capitally  or  by  imprison- 
ment for  one  year  or  upwards  in  any  State  prison,  shall  have  f uU  power  and 
authority,  and  is  hereby  required  to  issue  a  warrant  for  said  fugitive  and 
commit  him  to  any  jail  within  the  State  for  the  space  of  six  months,  unless 
sooner  demanded  by  the  public  authorities  of  the  State  wherein  the  offense 
may  liave  been  committed,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  Congress  in  that  case 
made  and  provided ;  if  no  demand  be  made  within  that  time  the  sud  fugi- 
tive shall  be  liberated,  unless  sufficient  cause  be  shown  to  the  contrary. 
[1868-9,  chap.  178,  sub-chap.  8,  §  84.] 

Sbc.  1166.  Maqistratbs  to  Keep  Kbcord  of  the  Procbsdinos  a:^ 
Transmit  Copt  to  the  (Governor.  Every  magistrate  committing  anr 
person  under  the  preceding  section  shall  keep  a  record  of  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings before  him,  and  immediately  transmit  a  copy  thereof  to  the 
Gk>vemor  for  such  action  as  he  may  deem  fit  therein  under  the  la^w.  [1868- 
0,  chap.  178,  sub-chap.  8,  §  85.] 

Sec.  1167.  Duty  of  the  Governor.  The  Governor  shall  immedi- 
ately inform  the  Governor  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  -which  the 
crime  is  alleged  to  Iiave  been  committed,  or  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  if  it  be  alleged  to  have  been  committed  within  the  District  of  Col- 
umbia, of  the  proceedings  had  in  such  case.  [1868-9,  chap.  178,  sub-chap. 
3,  §  86.] 

Sec.  1168.  Surrender  of  the  FuGmvE  upon  the  Order  of  the  Gov- 
ernor. Every  sheriff  or  jailer,  in  whose  custody  any  person  so  coDiinitted 
shall  be,  upon  the  order  of  the  Governor,  shall  surrender  him  to  the  person 
named  in  such  order.     [1868-9,  chap.  178,  sub-chap.  3,  §  87.] 

SeO.  1169.    GOTERNOR  MAT  EmfLOT  AgENT    OR  OfFBR  RbWARD  FOR  TSB 

Apprehension  of  Fugitives  Charged  with  Felony.  The  Governor,  oa 
information  made  to  him  of  any  person  having  committed  a  felony  or  other 
infamous  crime  within  the  State,  and  of  having  fled  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion thereof,  or  who  conceals  himself  within  the  State  to  avoid  arrest,  or 
who  having  been  convicted  has  escaped  and  cannot  otherwise  be  apprehendedr 
may  either  employ  a  special  agent  with  a  sufficient  escort,  to  pursue  and 
apprehend  such  fugitive,  or  issue  his  proclamation,  and  therein  offer  a  re- 
ward,  not  exceeding  four  hundred  dollars,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
case,  as  in  his  opinion  may  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  to  be  paid  to  him 
who  shall  apprehend  and  deliver  the  fugitive  to  such  person  and  at 
such  place  as  in  the  proclamation  shall  be  directed ;  and  he  may  from  time 
to  time  issue  his  warrants  on  the  State  Treasurer  for  sufficient  sums  of 
money  for  such  purpose.  [R.  C,  chap.  85,  §  4;  1800,  chap.  561;  1864, 
chap.  28;  1868-9,  chap.  62;  1870-1,  chap.  15;  1871-2,  chap.  20.] 
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V 

Sbc.  1170.  EzPBNsBS  OF  Abrbstino  FaerriYBS  fbox  Jubticb.  In  all 
cases  where  the  €k>vernor  of  the  State  has  made  a  requisition  on  the  Gov- 
ernor of  another  State  for  any  fugitive  from  justice  and  has  sent  an  agent 
to  receive  said  fugitive,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  €k>vemor  to  issue  a  war- 
rant on  the  State  Treasurer  for  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  pay  the 
expenses  of  said  agent  and  other  costs  in  the  arresting  of  said  fugitive 
from  justice,  to  be  paid  by  the  Treasurer  of  the  State.     [1870-1,  chap.  82.] 


XXVra.  Ohio. 

[From  Bevised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1880,  Dougherty,  Brasse  &  Okey,  part 
1,  title  8,  chapter  1,  §§  95-07,  vol.  1,  pages  d05,  206;  and  part  4,  title  2, 
chapter  2,  §§  7180,  7156-7158,  vol.  2,  pages  1088  and  1686.] 

SBcnoN  95.  DuTT  of  thb  Govbbnor.  The  Governor,  in  any  case  au- 
thorized by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  may,  on  demand,  de- 
liver over  to  the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory,  any  per- 
son charged  therein  with  treason,  felony  or  other  crime  committed  therein; 
and  he  may,  on  application,  appoint  an  agent  to  demand  of  the  executive 
authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory  any  person  charged  with  felony 
who  has  fled  from  the  justice  of  this  State ;  but  such  demand  or  applica- 
tion must  be  accompanied  by  sworn  evidence  that  the  party  charged  is  a 
fugitive  from  justice,  and  that  the  demand  or  application  is  made  in  good 
faith,  for  the  punishment  of  crime,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  a 
debt  or  pecuniary  mulct,  or  of  removing  the  alleged  fugitive  to  a  for- 
eign jurisdiction  with  a  view  there  to  serve  him  with  civil  process ;  and 
also,  by  a  duly  attested  copy  of  an  indictment  or  an  information,  or  a  duly 
attested  copy  of  a  complaint  made  before  a  court  or  magistrate  authorized 
to  take  the  same,  such  complaint  to  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  or  affi- 
davits to  the  facts  constituting  the  offense  charged,  by  persons  having  act- 
ual knowledge  thereof;  the  same  shall  also  be  accompanied  by  a  statement 
in  writing  from  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  proper  county,  who  shall 
briefly  set  forth  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  reputation  of  the  party  or 
parties  asking  such  requisition,  and  whether,  in  his  opinion,  such  requisi- 
tion is  sought  from  improper  motives,  or  in  good  faith  to  enforce  the  crim- 
inal laws  of  Ohio,  and  such  further  evidence  in  support  thereof  as  the  Gov- 
ernor may  require.  Fugitive  convicts  shall  also  be  so  surrendered  and  de- 
manded, upon  sworn  evidence,  duly  authenticated,  satisfactory  to  the  Gov- 
ernor. For  issuing  such  requisition,  fees  not  exceeding  five  dollars  may  be 
charged.     [As  amended  by  Laws  of  1884,  February  21.    67  v.  171,  J.  R.] 

Sec.  96.  Governor  xay  requirb  Ixvestiqation.  When  such  demand 
or  application  is  made,  the  Attomey-Gkneral,  or  the  prosecuting  attorney 
of  any  county,  shall,  if  the  Governor  requires  it,  forthwith  investigate  the 
grounds  thereof,  and  report  to  the  Governor  all  the  material  facts  which 
may  come  to  his  knowledge,  with  an  abstract  of  the  evidence  in  the  case  — 
and,  especially  in  case  of  a  person  demanded,  whether  he  is  held  in  custody 
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or  18  under  recognizance  to  answer  for  any  offense  against  the  laws  of  Uiii 
State,  or  by  force  of  any  ciyil  process—  with  an  opinion  as  to  the  i^tlii; 
and  necessity  of  complying  with  the  demand  or  application. 

Seo.  07.  Pbocbbdikqs  when  FaomYB  found  in  this  Statb.  If,  incase 
of  demand  for  the  surrender  of  a  person  chaiged  with  an  oflenae  oommitted 
in  another  State  or  Territory,  the  Governor  decides  that  it  is  proper  to  com- 
ply with  the  demand,  he  shall  issue  a  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the  ooimtj  in 
which  such  person  so  charged  may  be  found,  commanding  him  forthwith 
to  arrest  and  bring  such  person  before  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  or  i 
judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  of  this  State,  to  be  examined  on  the 
charge;  and  upon  the  return  of  the  warrant  by  the  sheriff,  with  the  pema 
so  charged  in  custody,  the  judge  before  whom  the  person  ao  arrested  is 
brought,  and  to  whom  the  warrant  is  returned,  shall  proceed  to  hear  and 
examine  such  charge,  and,  upon  proof  made  in  such  examination  by  him 
adjudged  sufficient,  shall  commit  such  person  to  the  jail  of  the  county  ia 
which  such  examination  is  so  had,  for  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  fixed  by  th< 
judge  in  the  order  of  commitment,  and  thereupon  shall  cause  notice  to  be 
given  to  the  executive  authority  making  such  demand,  or  to  the  duly  la- 
thorized  agent  of  such  executive  authority  appointed  to  receire  the  fugi- 
tive ;  and,  on  payment  of  all  costs  by  such  agent,  such  fugitive  shall  be 
delivered  to  him,  to  be  thence  removed  to  the  proper  place  for  prosecutioB; 
and  if  such  agent  does  not  appear  within  the  time  so  fixed,  and  pay  the 

costs  as  aforesaid,  the  sheriff  shall  discharge  the  person  so  impriaoned. 

«  «  *  «  * 

Sbc.  7189.  Accused  mat  be  Arbbstbd  in  ant  Countt.  If  the  accused 
flee  from  justice,  the  officer  holding  the  warrant  may  pursue  and  arrest  hia 
in  any  county  of  this  State,  and  convey  him  before  the  magistrate  or  eoiut 
issuing  the  warrant,  or  other  magistrate  or  court  of  the  county  having  cog- 
nizance of  the  case. 

Seo.  7156.  Abbest  of  FnairrvES  fbom  othbb  State.  When  an  affidavit 
is  filed  before  a  judge  of  a  court  of  Common  Pleas,  or  judge  of  Probate  or 
Police  Court,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  setting  forth  that  a  person  charged 
with  the  commission  of  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  any  other  State^  or  of 
any  of  the  Territories  of  the  United  States,  and  which,  if  the  act  had  beea 
committed  in  this  State,  would,  by  the  laws  thereof,  have  been  a  crime,  iai 
at  the  time  of  filing  such  affidavit,  within  the  county  where  the  same  is  filed, 
such  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  shall  issue  his  warrant,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  or  any  constable  of  the  county,  commanding  him  forthwith  to  arrest 
and  bring  before  him  the  person  so  charged. 

Seo.  7157.  Mat  be  Comhitted  to  Jail.  When  a  person  ia  arrested  in 
pursuance  of  the  preceding  section,  and  brought  before  the  officer  who 
issued  the  warrant,  the  officer  shall  hear  and  examine  such  charge^  and 
upon  proof  by  him  adjudged  to  be  sufficient,  commit  such  person  to  the 
jail  of  the  county  in  which  such  examination  is  had^  or  cause  him  to  be 
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delivered  to  a  suitable  person  to  be  remoTed  before  any  svch  judge  or  jus- 
tice of  the  proper  county  in  which  to  take  such  examination,  who  shall 
take  the  same,  and  proceed  as  if  the  warrant  bad  been  issued  by  him. 

Sec.  7158.  Noticb  to  bb  oxysn  bt  Jupob  or  AIagistbatb.  When  a 
person  is  committed  to  jail  by  a  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  under  the 
preceding  section,  such  judge  or  justice  of  the  peace  shall  forthwith  give 
notice,  by  letter  or  otherwise,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  such 
offense  was  committed,  or  to  the  person  injured  by  such  offense ;  and  no 
person  so  committed  shall  be  detained  longer  in  jail  than  is  necessary  to 
allow  a  reasonable  time  to  the  person  so  notified,  after  they  receive  such 
notice,  to  apply  for  and  obtain  the  proper  requisition  for  the  person  so 
conmutted. 

DuTT  or  OovmiroB  miBitB  FuornyB  has  vlbd  to  Fobbxov  ComfTBT. 

[Actof  April  14,  ld84.] 

Sbctioit  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Btate  of  Ohio, 
that  whenever  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the  Gk)vemor  by  sworn  evidence, 
in  writing,  that  any  person  has  committed  any  crime  within  the  State  of 
Ohio,  for  which  by  the  provision  of  any  law  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  any  foreign  govemmeut,  such  person 
may  be  delivered  to  the  United  States  or  its  authorities  by  any  such  foreign 
government  or  its  authorities,  and  that  such  person  is  a  fugitive  from  the 
justice  of  the  State  of  Ohio  and  may  be  found  within  the  territory  of  any 
such  foreign  government,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Governor,  under  the 
great  seal  of  Ohio,  to  request  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or  the 
Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  to  take  any  steps  necessary  for  the 
extradition  of  such  person  from  such  foreign  territory,  and  his  delivery  to  any 
agent  of  the  State  of  Ohio  whom  the  Governor  may  appoint  to  receive  him,  or 
to  the  proper  officer  of  the  county  within  which  he  may  be  charged  with 
such  crime :  Provided^  that  before  any  such  request  be  made  by  the  Governor, 
he  shall  be  satisfied  by  sworn  evidence,  in  writing,  that  such  extradition  is 
sought  in  good  faith  for  the  punishment  of  such  crime  only,  and  not  for 
the  purpose  of  collecting  a  debt  or  pecuniary  mulct,  nor  of  bringing  the 
alleged  fugitive  within  the  State  of  Ohio  with  the  yiew  to  serve  him  with 
civil  process,  or  with  criminal  process  other  than  for  the  crime  for  the  com- 
mission of  which  his  extradition  may  be  sought. 

Sbc.  3.  This  act  shall  take  effect  and  be  in  force  from  and  after  its 
passage. 

XKJX.    0RBG09. 

[From  General  Laws  of  Oregon,  1872,  chap.  44,  {§  487-*501y  pagea  408, 
404.] 

Sbction  487.  GoTBBVOB  TO  ApFonrr  Aobht  to  Dexakd  FvarnvB. 
TIThenever  a  person  charged  with  treason,  felony  or  other  orime,  in  this 
State,  shall  flee  from  justice,  the  Governor  of  this  State  may  appoint  an 
87 
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agent  to  demand  such  fugitive  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or 
Territory  of  the  United  States,  in  which  he  may  be  found. 

Sbc.  488.  GoYBRNOR  XAT  Rbquirb  Report  frox  DnTRicr  Attob- 
KKY.  Before  appointing  such  agent,  the  Governor  may  require  the  district 
attorney  of  the  county  to  investigate  the  matter  and  report  to  him  the  ma- 
terial circumstances,  together  with  his  opinion  upon  the  expediency  of  al- 
lowing the  application. 

Sec.  489.  Payment  of  Exfbnbes  of  Agent.  The  account  of  the 
agent,  embracing  his  actual  expenses  incurred  in  performing  the  service, 
must  be  paid  by  the  State,  after  being  audited  and  allowed  as  other  claims 
against  the  State. 

Sbc.  490.  FnGrrivB  fbox  Jubticb,  when  to  be  Dkliysred  Up.  A 
person  charged,  in  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  with  treason, 
felony  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State, 
must,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from 
which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  by  the  Governor  of  this  State,  to  be  r^ 
moved  to  the  State  or  Territory  making  the  demand. 

Sec.  491.  When  Fuoitiyb  is  not  to  be  Delitxred,  and  when  hb 
MAT  be.  When  tho  person  demanded  is  m  custody  in  this  State,  either 
upon  a  criminal  charge,  an  indictment  for  a  crime,  or  a  judgment  upon  i 
conviction  thereof,  he  cannot  be  delivered  up  until  he  is  legally  discharged 
from  such  custody  ;  but  if  he  be  in  custody  upon  civil  process  only,  the 
Governor  may  deliver  him  up  or  not,  before  the  termination  of  such  custody, 
as  he  may  deem  most  conducive  to  the  public  good. 

Sec.  49d.  Report  of  District  Attorney  in  Relation  to  Cubiodt 
OF  Fuoitiyb.  Before  issuing  a  warrant  for  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  the  Gk>vernor  may  require  the  district  attorney  of  the  county  to  as- 
certain and  report  to  him  whether  such  fugitive  is  in  custody  aa  mentioned 
in  the  last  section,  and  if  he  be  so  upon  civil  process  only,  whether  aach 
custody  be  with  the  consent  or  procurement  of  the  fugitive. 

Sbc.  498.  When  and  to  whom  Governor  to  Issub  Warrant  fob 
Arrest.  When  the  Governor  finds  that  the  demand  is  conformable  to 
law,  and  the  person  demanded  should  be  given  up,  either  then,  or  at  some 
future  time  if  he  be  in  custody,  he  must  issue  his  warrant  under  the  seal 
of  the  State,  and  attested  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  directed  to  the  person 
who  makes  the  demand,  and  authorizing  him,  either  forthwith  or  at  some 
future  time  therein  designated,  to  take  and  transport  the  fugitive  to  the 
border  line  of  the  State. 

Sec.  494.  Exbcutiyb  Warrant,  what  to  Rbquirb.  The  executive 
warrant  must  also  require  all  peace  officers  and  magistrates,  when  nsquested 
by  the  person  to  whom  the  warrant  is  directed,  to  render  all  needful  assist- 
ance in  the  execution  thereof,  and  in  so  doing,  such  officers  or  magistrates 
may  exercise  the  same  power  and  authority  to  prevent  a  rescue,  an  escape,  or 
to  effect  a  recapture,  as  if  the  fugitive  was  m  arrest  upon  a  charge  of 
crime  committed  in  this  State. 
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Sbc.  405.  Magibtratb  ic a.t  issue  Wabraivt.  A  magistrate  authonzed 
to  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest,  may  issue  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  a  person 
charged  as  provided  in  section  490,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be 
found  in  this  State. 

Sec.  496.  Procebdings  for  Ajirbst,  how  Rboulatbd.  The  proceed- 
ings for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of  the  person  charged  are  in  all  re- 
spects similar  to  those  provided  in  this  code  for  the  arrest  and  commitment  of 
a  person  charged  with  a  crime  committed  in  this  State,  except  that  an  ex- 
emplified copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  other  judicial  proceedings  had 
against  him,  in  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  he  is  charged  to  have  com< 
mitted  the  crime,  may  be  received  as  evidence  before  the  magistrate. 

Sec.  497.  When  Magistrate  to  Cobcmit.  If,  from  the  examination 
it  appear  that  the  person  charged  has  committed  the  crime  alleged,  the 
magistrate  must  commit  him  to  the  proper  custody  in  his  county  for  a 
time  specified  in  the  commitment,  which  the  magistrate  deems  reasonable, 
to  enable  the  arrest  of  the  fugitive  under  the  warrant  of  the  executive  au- 
thority of  the  State  on  the  requisition  of  the  executive  authority  of  the 
State  or  Territory  in  which  he  committed  the  crime,  or  until  he  be  legally 
discharged,  unless  he  give  bail  as  provided  m  the  next  section. 

Sbc.  498.  Magistrate  mat  Admit  Person  Arrested  to  Bail.  Tlie 
magistrate  may  admit  the  person  arrested  to  bail  by  an  undertaking,  with 
sufficient  sureties  and  in  such  an  amount  as  he  deems  proper,  for  his  ap- 
pearance before  him  at  a  time  specified  in  the  undertaking,  and  for  his  sur- 
render to  be  arrested  upon  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State. 

Sec.  499.  Magistrate  to  give  notice  to  CtovERNOR  of  Ck)MMiT- 
ment.  Immediately  upon  the  commitment  of  the  person  charged,  the 
magistrate  must  inform  the  Governor  of  this  State  of  the  name  of  the  per- 
son, the  cause  of  the  arrest  and  his  commitment  ;  and  the  Governor  must 
thereupon  give  the  like  notice  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or 
Territory  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime,  to  the  end  that  a  demand  may 
be  made  for  the  arrest  and  surrender  ot  the  person  charged. 

Sec.  500.  Person  Arrested,  to  be  Discharged.  The  person  ar- 
rested must  be  discharged  from  custody  or  bail,  unless,  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  designated  in  the  warrant  or  undertaking,  he  be  arrested 
under  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State. 

Sec.  501.  Person  Causing  Arrest  Liable  for  Costs  and  Expenses. 
The  person  making  the  complaint  to  the  magistrate  is  liable  for  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  proceedings,  and  for  the  support  m  the  jaii  of 
the  person  so  committed  ;  and,  unless  he  advances  to  the  jailer,  from  week 
to  week  during  the  commitment,  a  sum  sufficient  for  such  support,  the 
jailer  may,  upon  the  order  of  any  magistrate  of  the  county,  discharge  such 
person  from  custody. 
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XXX.  PBamTLVAmA. 

rFrom  Purdon's  Ajinual  Digest,  1878-1878,  pages  210S-91M.    kxk  of 
May  24, 1878.J 

Section  1.  Dtttt  of  Ooybrnor.     It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Qorenor 
of  this  Commonwealth,  in  all  cases  where,  by  virtue  of  a  requiritioii  msde 
upon  him  by  the  Gk>yemor  of  another  State  or  Territory,  any  dtizeo,  inhth- 
itaut  or  temporary  resident  of  this  Commonwealth  is  to  be  arrested  as  & 
fugitive  from  justice  (provided  that  the  said  requisition  be  accompanied 
with  a  certified  copy  of  the  indictment  or  information,  from  the  anthorities 
of  such  other  State  or  Territory,  charging  such  person  with  any  crime  in 
such  State  or  Territory),  to  issue  and  transmit  a  warrant  for  such  piiip<^ 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  proper  county,  or  other  officer  authorized  by  Uw  to 
execute  warrants  in  wliich  the  requisition  describes  the  party  or  parties  to 
be  residing  or  domiciled ;  and  the  sheriff,  or  the  deputy  sheriff,  or  other  offi- 
cer as  aforesaid,  of  the  county  shall  alone  be  competent  to  make  service  of 
the  same. 

Sec.  3.  Hbabikg.  Before  the  sheriff  or  his  deputy,  or  other  officer  ss 
aforesaid,  shall  deliver  the  person  arrested  into  the  custody  of  the  officer  or 
officers  named  in  the  requisition,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff,  or  oths 
officer  as  aforesaid,  to  take  the  prisoner  or  prisoners  before  a  judge  of  i 
court  of  record,  who  shall,  in  open  court,  if  in  session,  otherwise  at  cham- 
bers, inform  the  prisoner  or  prisoners  of  the  cause  of  his  or  their  arrest,  the 
nature  of  the  process,  and  instruct  him  or  them  that  if  he  or  they  claim  nt< 
to  be  the  particular  person  or  persons  mentioned  in  said  requidtion,  indict- 
ment or  affidavit  before  a  magistrate  of  said  other  State  or  Territory,  charg- 
ing said  person  with  some  crime,  and  warrant  of  arrest,  he  or  they  may  bare 
a  writ  of  habeas  carpus  upon  filing  an  affidavit  to  that  effect :  Proridedy  hns- 
ever  J  The  investigation  and  hearing  under  said  writ  shall  be  limited  to  the 
question  of  identification,  and  shall  not  enter  into  the  merits  or  facts  of  tbt 
charge  or  indictment,  or  information,  accompanying  or  referred  to  in  the 
requisition.  And  if,  after  due  hearing,  the  prisoner  or  prisoners  shall  be 
found  to  be  the  parties  indicted  or  informed  against,  and  mentioned  in  the 
requisition  or  warrant,  then  the  court  shall  order  and  direct  the  sheriff,  or 
other  officer  as  aforesaid,  to  deliver  the  prisoner  or  prisoners  into  the  cq»- 
tody  of  the  officer  designated  in  the  requisition  as  the  agent  upon  the  pan 
of  such  State  to  receive  him  or  them;  otherwise  to  be  discharged  from  cm- 
tody  by  the  court. 

Sec.  8.  Fnomvi  not  to  bi  rbmovxd  wtthoitt  Requibitiok  A2n>  Heab- 
INO.  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  or  officer  to  take  any  person  or 
persons  out  of  this  Commonwealth  upon  the  ground  that  the  prisoner  or 
prisoners  consent  to  go,  or  by  reason  of  his  or  their  willingness  to  waive 
the  proceedings  afore-described ;  and  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  arrest 
or  procure  the  arrest  of  any  citizen,  inhabitant  or  temporary  resident  of  this 
Commonwealth,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  or  sending  him  to  another  Sute, 
without  a  requisition  first  had  and  obtained,  accompanied  by  a  certified  copj 
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of  the  indictment  or  information,  and  mthoat  a  warrant  issued  by  or  under 
the  direction  of  the  Governor  of  this  Ck>mmonwealth,  served  by  the  sherifE 
or  his  deputy,  and  without  first  taking  him  before  a  judge  of  a  court  of 
record,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  conviction 
be  sentenced  to  one  year  imprisonment. 

Sac.  4.    VlOLATEOM  OF  STATUTE  DBOLABBD  A  MlBOBMBAXOR.      Any  viola* 

tion  of  this  act  on  the  part  of  the  sherifi!,  or  his  deputy,  or  other  officer  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  deemed  a  misdemeanor  in  office. 

Sbc.  6.  Pbslikinabt  Abbbst;  When  RBQUismoN  to  be  OBTAmsD; 
DiscHABOB.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  sheriff, 
or  chief  of  police  of  any  city,  or  other  person,  to  cause  the  arrest  of  any 
person  or  persons,  upon  information  of  the  offense  or  crime  committed  in 
another  State,  and  that  a  warrant  has  there  been  issued  for  the  arrest  of  the 
said  party  or  parties,  or  has  there  been  indicted :  Provided^  The  officers  of 
any  town,  city  or  county,  or  authorities  of  such  other  State  or  Territory, 
shall  procure  a  requisition,  and  have  the  same  presented  to  the  Governor  of 
this  Commonwealth,  within  fifteen  days  after  the  arrest  shall  have  been 
made ;  and  the  prisoner  or  prisoners,  upon  being  arrested  or  detained,  shall 
be  brought  before  a  court  or  judge,  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  pro- 
vided in  the  second  section  of  this  act:  Provided^  Such  person  shall  not  be 
committed,  or  held  to  bail,  for  a  longer  period  than  fifteen  days  exclusive 
of  the  day  of  arrest ;  at  the  expiration  of  which  time,  if  the  sheriff  has  not 
received  the  requisition  or  warrant  from  the  Governor  of  this  Common- 
wealth, then  the  person  or  persons  so  arrested  and  detained  shall  be  dis- 
charged from  custody. 

Sec.  0.  Pbealtt  fob  False  Infobxatiok.  Any  person  giving  false 
information  under  this  act  with  intent  to  injure  any  person,  or  deprive  him 
of  his  liberty,  shall  be  liable  to  the  pen^ties  of  the  third  section  of  this 
act. 


XXXI.  RHO0B  ISLAED. 

[From  Public  Statutes  of  Rhode  Island,  1882,  diap.  294,  §{  1-0,  pages 
705,  706.] 

Section  1.  Wabbant  of  Coubt.  Whenever  any  person  shall  be  found 
within  this  State  charged  with  an  offense  committed  in  any  other  State  or 
Territory  and  be  liable  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States 
to  be  delivered  over  upon  the  demand  of  any  executive  of  any  other  State 
or  Territory,  any  court  authorized  to  issue  warrants  in  criminal  cases  may, 
upon  complaint  under  oath,  setting  forth  the  crime  or  offense  and  such 
other  matters  as  are  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of 
law,  issue  his  warrant  to  bring  the  person  so  charged  before  the  same  or 
some  other  court  within  the  State,  to  answer  such  complaint  as  m  other 
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Sec.  2.  Examination  and  Pboceedinos.  If  upon  the  examiutioo  of 
any  person  so  charged,  it  shall  appear  that  there  is  reasonable  anse  to 
believe  the  complaint  true,  and  that  such  person  maybe  lawfully  demanded 
of  the  executive  of  this  State,  he  shall,  if  charged  with  an  offense  bail&Ue 
by  such  magistrate,  when  committed  within  this  State,  be  reqaired  tu 
recognize  in  a  reasonable  sum  with  sufficient  sureties  to  appear  before  sud 
court  at  some  future  day,  allowing  a  reasonable  time  to  obtun  a  warrant 
from  the  said  executive,  and  to  abide  the  order  of  such  ma^trate  oa  such 
complaint. 

Sec.  8.  Not  orviNo  Recognizance,  to  be  CoionrrBn.  If  such  irerson 
shall  not  so  recognize  he  shall  be  committed  to  jail  and  be  there  detained 
until  he  give  such  recognizance  or  until  such  day. 

Sec.  4.  Pbocebdinob  in  case  Reooonizancb  Defaulted.  If  he  shall 
recognize  and  shall  fail  to  appear  according  to  the  conditions  of  his  recog- 
nizance, he  shall  be  defaulted,  and  like  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  b  case 
of  other  recognizances  entered  into  before  a  magistrate. 

Sec.  5.  Fuoitiye,  bt  whom  to  be  Bailed.  If  such  person  shall  be 
charged  with  an  offense  not  bailable  by  such  court  when  committed  within 
this  State,  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison  and  there  detained  until  the 
day  appointed  for  his  appearance  before  such  court,  but  in  such  case  tbe 
said  person  shall  be  bailable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  be  if  such  ol- 
fense  had  been  committed  in  this  State. 

Sec.  6.  When  Entitlbd  to  bb  Dischaboed.  If  the  person  ao  reccig- 
nized  or  committed  shall  appear  before  such  court  upon  the  day  appointee 
he  shall  be  discharged,  unless  he  shall  be  demanded  by  some  person  autb^K- 
ized  by  a  warrant  of  the  executive  to  receive  him:  Pratfideiy  Tbs: 
whether  such  person  so  charged  be  recognized,  committed  or  dischargei 
any  person  authorized  by  a  warrant  from  the  executive  of  this  State  mar  a: 
all  times  take  him  in  custody,  and  the  same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  xe- 
cognizance,  if  any,  and  shall  not  be  deemed  an  escape. 

Sec.  7.  Recognizance  fob  Costs.  No  warrant  shall  be  issued  in  pnrss- 
ance  of  the  provisions  of  section  one  of  this  chapter,  until  the  complaintft 
shall  have  given  recognizance,  with  surety,  in  such  sum  as  the  court  sha' 
approve  and  direct,  to  pay  all  the  costs  that  may  accrue  thereon,  includac 
the  board  of  the  person  complained  of,  if  committed  to  jail,  nor  shall  sij 
such  warrant  supersede  any  arrest,  either  on  civil  or  criminal  process  there 
tofore  made,  nor  shall  any  arrest,  either  on  civil  or  criminal  process  thtst- 
t  of  ore  made,  supersede  any  arrest  made  on  any  such  warrant  or  on  anj 
warrant  issued  by  the  executive  of  this  State  in  such  cases. 

Sec.  8.  Officebs  of  Adjoining  States  Secubbd  in  Tkasisit.  Sbet- 
iffs,  deputy  sheriffs,  constables  and  other  officers  of  the  adjoining  Sates. 
with  their  assistants,  in  the  legal  execution  of  any  writ,  warrant  or  <Abc{ 
process  issuing  from  and  returnable  to  courts  in  their  respective  Sttfes. 
shall  have  fuU  liberty,  power  and  authority  to  pass  and  repass  and  aUo  to 
coifvey  such  persons  or  things  as  they  may  legally  have  in  their  custody  tj 
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virtue  of  any  writ  or  warrant,  in  or  by  any  of  the  roads  or  ways  lying  in  or 
leading  through  any  of  the  towns  or  lands  of  this  State,  in  as  full,  free  and 
ample  manner  as  the  officers  of  justice  of  this  State  do  use  and  exercise  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duty  and  office. 

Seo.  9.  Punishment  for  Obstructing  them.  Every  person  who  shall 
obstruct  any  such  officer  of  any  of  the  United  States  in  such  execution  of  his 
office  while  he  is  passing  through  any  of  the  lands  or  roads  of  this  State, 
shall  be  subject  to  the  same  pains  and  penalties  as  persons  would  by  law  be 
subject  to  for  obstructing  similar  officers  of  justice  of  this  State  in  the  due 
execution  of  their  office. 


XXXn.   SOTTTH  GaBOLINA. 

[From  General  Statutes  of  South  Carolina,  1882,  part  1,  title  6,  chap.  15, 
f  478,  page  162;  and  part  4,  title  2,  chap.  Ill,  f  2620,  page  785.] 

Section  478.  Reward  for  Fugitives.  Upon  satisfactory  information 
that  a  high  crime  has  been  committed  against  the  peace  within  this  State, 
and  that  the  person  committing  the  same  is  unknown,  or  is  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  the  Governor  may  issue  his  proclamation,  offering  a  reward  for  the 
apprehension  and  conviction  of  such  person  —  the  amount  of  such  reward 
to  be  not  less  than  $50  nor  more  than  $500.  The  payment  of  such  rewards 
to  be  made  upon  warrants  of  the  Comptroller-Qeneral  on  any  specific  appro- 
priation for  such  purpose;  and  in  default  of  any  such  appropriation,  then 
the  rewards  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  GK>vernor. 

Sec  2620.  (1.)  Officers  mat  Issue  Warrants  for  Arrest  of  Fugi- 
tives. Any  officer  in  the  State  autlionzed  by  law  to  issue  wanants  for  the 
arrest  of  persons  charged  with  crime  shall,  on  satisfactory  information  laid 
before  him  under  the  oath  of  any  credible  person,  that  any  fugitive  in  the 
State  has  committed,  out  of  the  State,  and  within  any  other  State,  any 
offense  which  by  the  law  of  the  State  m  which  the  offense  was  committed 
is  punishable,  either  capitally  or  by  impnsonment  for  one  year  or  upwards, 
in  any  State  prison,  shall  have  fuU  power  and  authority,  and  is  hereby  re- 
quired, to  issue  a  warrant  for  said  fugitive,  and  commit  him  to  any  jaU 
Tnthm  the  State  for  the  space  of  twenty  days,  unless  sooner  demanded  by 
the  public  authorities  of  the  State  wherein  the  offense  may  have  been  com- 
mitted, agreeable  to  the  act  of  Congress  in  that  case  made  and  provided ; 
if  no  demand  be  made  within  the  time,  the  said  fugitive  shall  be  liberated, 
unless  sufficient  cause  be  shown  to  the  contrary:  Provided,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  deprive  any  person  so  arrested  of  the 
right  to  release  on  bail  as  in  cases  of  similar  character  of  offenses  against 
the  laws  of  this  State. 

(2.)  Every  officer  committing  any  person  under  this  section  shall  keep  a 
record  of  the  whole  proceedings  before  him,  and  immediately  transmit  a 
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copy  thereof  to  the  Governor  of  this  State  for  such  action  ad  he  maj  deem 
fit  therein  under  the  law. 

(8.)  The  Qovemor  of  this  State  shall  Immediately  inform  the  €k>Temor 
of  the  State  in  which  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  b^en  Committed  of  the 
proceedings  had  in  such  case. 

4.)  Every  sheriff  or  jailer,  in  whose  custody  any  pettion  committed  under 
this  section  shall  be,  Upon  the  order  of  the  Q-ovemor  of  this  State,  shall 
surrender  him  to  the  person  named  in  said  order  for  that  purpose. 


XXXin.  Tennessee. 

[From  Compiled  Laws  of  Tennessee,  1871 ,  Thompson  &  Steger,  vol.  1, 
paragraph  185,  and  vol  2,  paragraphs  5840-5354.] 

SkPTION    185.    QOVIRNOR  MAT  APPOIET  AOENT  TO    DeMAHD   FuOITIVB. 

He  (the  Governor)  may  appoint  an  agent  to  demand  of  tlie  executive  au- 
thority of  any  other  State  of  the  Union,  any  fugitive  from  justice,  or  any 
person  charged  with  treason  or  any  other  crime  Committed  in  this  State. 

SSO.  6840.    GOYBtlKOB  ICAT  APPOINT  AOElTT  TO  DeMANI}  PlTOlTrVEL     The 

Governor  may  appoint  an  agent  to  demand  of  the  etecutive  authority  of 
any  other  State  or  Territory,  any  fugitive  from  justice,  or  other  person 
charged  with  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,  in  this  State.  [Act  1817-4, 
Xhap.  121.] 

Sec.  5841.  Who  icat  Eicptor  Guard.  Such  agent  may,  if  necessary, 
employ  a  sufficient  guard  or  escort  to  bring  such  criminal  to  this  State,  and 
contract  other  expenses  absolutely  required  in  performing  the  duties  of  the 
agency.     [lb.] 

Sec.  6842.  Expenses,  how  Paid*  The  expenses  thus  necessarily  incurred, 
and  reasonable  compensation  to  such  agent,  guard  and  escort,  shall  be  paid 
by  the  Treasurer  upon  the  warrant  of  the  Governor.     [lb.] 

Sec.  6348.  Govebnoe  mat  issue  Wabrant.  Whenever  a  demand  is 
made  upon  the  Governor  of  this  State  by  the  executive  of  any  other  State 
or  Territory,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States*  for  the  delivery  of  any  person  charged  in  such  State  or 
Territory  with  any  crim«,  if  such  person  is  not  held  in  custody  or  under 
bail  to  answer  for  any  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  of 
this  State,  he  shall  issue  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  such  penBoa. 
[Iowa  Gode^  1851,  §  8288.] 

Sec.  5844.  Substaitce  of  WARRAirr.  The  warrant  shall  be  under  the 
seal  of  the  State,  and  authorize  the  agent  who  makes  the  demand,  either 
forthwith  or  at  such  time  as  may  be  therein  designated,  to  take  and  trans- 
port such  person  to  the  line  of  this  State  at  the  expense  of  such  agent,  and 
may  also  require  all  peace  officers  to  afford  needful  assistance  in  tlie  execo- 
tion  thereof.    [lb.  ] 
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Ssc.  5345.  Magibtrats  may  Issub  Wabramt,  when.  If  any  person  be 
found  in  this  State  charged  with  any  crime  committed  In  any  other  State 
or  Territory,  and  liable  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States 
to  be  delivered  orer  upon  the  demand  of  the  €k>yemot  thereof,  any  magi^* 
trate  may,  upon  complaint  on  oath,  setting  forth  the  offense  and  such  other 
matters  as  are  neoessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provldons  of  law, 
issue  a  warrant  to  arrest  such  person.     [lb.,  {  3d84.] 

Sbc.  5846.  Procbbdino  therboit.  If»  upon  examination,  it  appear  that 
there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  the  complaint  true,  and  that  such  per- 
son may  be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  Governor,  he  shall,  if  not  charged 
with  an  offense  punished  capitally  by  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  it  was 
committed,  be  required  to  give  bail  by  bond  or  undertaking,  with  suflBicient 
security,  in  a  reasonable  sum,  to  appear  befOTc  such  magistrate  at  a  future 
day  specified  (allowing  sufficient  time  to  obtain  the  warrant  from  the  GN>v* 
emor),  and  abide  the  order  of  such  magistrate  in  the  premiaes.  [lb., 
f  8285.] 

Bbo.  5847<.  PboCbbdihos  thbbbon.  If  such  person  does  not  give  bally 
or  if  he  is  charged  with  a  capital  offense,  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison, 
and  there  detained  until  such  day,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense  charged 
had  been  committed  within  this  State.    [lb.,  $  8286.] 

Sbc.  5848.  PBOCBBnmos  thbrbon.  If  such  person  appear  before  the 
magistrate  upon  the  day  specified,  he  shall  be  discharged  unless  he  is 
demanded  under  warrant  of  the  Governor,  or  unless  the  magistrate  see  good 
cause  to  commit  him  to  some  other  day,  or  to  require  him  to  give  bail  for 
his  appearance  at  such  day,  to  await  a  warrant  from  the  Governor.  [lb., 
$  8287.] 

Sbc.  5849.  Failurb  to  Appear*  A  failure  of  such  person  to  attend 
before  the  magistrate  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  bond  or  under- 
taking is  a  forfeiture  thereof,  and  the  same  should  be  indorsed  '^  forfeited^' 
by  the  magistrate,  and  returned  to  the  next  criminal  or  circuit  court,  as  the 
case  may  be,  where  such  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  case  of  bonds  or 
undertakings  forfeited  in  that  court. 

Sbc.  5350.  Arrest  xtndbr  Govbrnor^s  WarraitT.  Whether  the  person 
so  charged  be  bound  to  appear,  be  committed  or  discharged,  any  person 
authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  may  at  any  time  take  bim  into 
custody,  and  such  apprehension  is  a  discharge  of  the  bond  or  undertaking, 
if  there  be  one.     [Iowa  Code,  1851,  §  8289.] 

Sec.  5351.  Costs  and  Chargbs.  The  complainant  in  any  such  case  is 
answerable  for  all  costs  and  charges,  and  for  the  support  in  prison  of  any 
person  so  committed,  and  the  magistrate  before  issuing  his  warrant  shall 
require  him  to  give  security  for  the  payment  of  all  such  costs,  or  may  re-* 
quire  them  to  be  paid  in  advance  to  the  officers  entitled.    [lb.,  }  8290.] 

Sbc.  5852.    Jail  Fbbs  to  be  Paid  in  Advance.     And  no  jailer  is  bound 
to  receive  any  person  committed  under  a  warrant  issued  by  virtue  of  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter,  until  his  jail  fees  for  the  time  specified  m  such 
warrant  are  paid  in  advance. 
88 
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Sec.  5353.  Strcn  Fsbsoks  to  bb  Received  in  Jails  of  akt  Cotjett. 
But  the  officer  or  person  executing  such  warrant  may,  when  necessary,  by 
paying  the  jail  fees  in  adyance,  or  otherwise  securing  them  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  jailer,  confine  the  prisoner  arrested  by  him  in  the  jail  of  any 
county  through  which  he  may  pass;  and  the  jailer,  in  such  case,  shall  re- 
ceive and  safely  keep  the  prisoner  until  the  person  having  charge  of  him  is 
ready  to  proceed  on  his  route. 


XXXrV.  Texas. 

[From  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  title  14,  chap.  1,  articles  1022- 
1089.] 

Section  1022.  FuGiriYBS  from  Justice  Dblivebed  tjf.  A  person 
charged  in  any  other  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States  with  treason, 
felony  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State, 
shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from 
wMch  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  or  Territoiy 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime. 

Sec  1023.  Judicial  and  Peace  Officers  shall  Aid  in  the  Arbsst. 
It  is  declared  to  be  the  duty  of  all  judicial  and  peace  officers  of  the  State 
to  give  aid  in  the  arrest  and  detention  of  a  fugitive  from  any  other  State  or 
Territory,  that  he  may  be  held  subject  to  a  requisition  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  may  have  escaped. 

Sec  1024.  Maoibtbate  shall  Issue  Warrant  for  Arrest,  whkn. 
Whenever  complaint  on  oath  is  made  to  a  magistrate  that  any  person  within 
his  jurisdiction  is  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  another  State  or  Territory,  it 
is  his  duty  to  issue  a  warrant  of  arrest  for  the  apprehension  of  the  person 
accused. 

Sec.  1025.  Complaint,  Contents.  The  complaint  shall  be  sufficient  if 
it  recite — 

1.  The  name  of  the  person  accused. 

2.  The  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  has  fled. 
8.  The  offense  committed  by  the  accused. 

4.  That  he  has  fled  to  this  State  from  the  State  or  Territory  where  the 
offense  was  committed. 

5.  That  the  act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  accused  is  a  viola- 
tion of  the  penal  law  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  fled. 

Sbc  1026.  Warrant  of  Arrest  from  Magistrate  shall  Direct.  The 
warrant  of  a  magistrate  to  arrest  a  fugitive  from  justice  shall  direct  a  peace 
officer  to  apprehend  the  person  accused  and  bring  him  before  such  magis- 
trate. 

Sec  1027.  Magistrate  shall  REqoiRE  Bail  or  Commit  Accxtbed.  When 
the  x>er8on  accused  is  brought  before  the  magistrate  he  shall  hear  proof,  and 
if  satisfled  that  the  defendant  is  charged  in  another  State  or  Territory  with 
the  offense  named  in  the  complaint  he  shall  require  of  him  bail,  with  good 


BZTBADinON  LAWS  OF  THE  STATES.  69& 

and  BofBcient  security,  in  such  amount  as  such  magistrate  may  deem  reason- 
able, to  appear  before  such  magistrate  at  a  specified  time ;  and  in  default  of  ^ 
such  bail  he  may  commit  the  defendant  to  jail  to  await  a  requisition  from 
the  Gk>Yemor  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  he  fl6d. 

Sec.  1028.  Certified  Transcript  of  Ikdicticent,  Evidence.  A  prop- 
erly certified  transcript  of  an  indictment  against  the  accused  shall  be  evi- 
dence io  show  that  he  is  charged  with  the  crime  alleged. 

Sec.  1029.  Person  Arrested  shall  not  bb  Committed,  etc.  A  person 
arrested  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  shi&U  not  be  committed  or  held  to 
bail  for  a  longer  time  than  ninety  days. 

Sec.  1030.  Maoistratb  shall  Notify  Secretary  of  State.  The  magis- 
trate by  -whose  authority  a  fugitive  from  justice  has  been  held  to  bail  or 
committed  shall  immediately  notify  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  fact,  stating 
in  such  notice  the  name  of  such  fugitive,  the  State  or  Territory  from  which 
he  is  a  fugitive,  the  crime  with  which  he  is  charged  and  the  date  when  he 
was  committed  or  held  to  bail.  Such  notice  may  be  forwarded  either 
through  the  mail  or  by  telegraph. 

Sec.  1081.  Shall  also  Notify  District  or  County  Attorney.  The 
magistrate  shall  also  immediately  notify  the  district  or  county  attorney  of 
his  county  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  who  shall  forthwith  give  notice  of  such 
facts  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  which  the 
accused  is  charged  to  have  fled. 

Sec  1082.  Secretary  of  State  shall  Communicate  Information.  The 
Secretary  of  State  upon  receiving  information,  as  provided  in  article  1080, 
shall  forthwith  communicate  such  information  by  telegraph  when  practi- 
cable, or,  if  not  practicable,  by  mail,  to  the  executive  authority  of  the  proper 
State  or  Territory. 

Sec  1033.  Accused  shall  be  Discharged,  when.  If  the  accused  is 
not  arrested  under  a  warrant  from  the  Governor  of  this  State  before  the 
expiration  of  ninety  days  from  the  day  of  his  commitment  or  the  date  of 
his  bail  bond,  he  shall  be  discharged. 

Sec  1034.  Shall  not  be  Arrested  a  Second  Time.  A  person  who 
shall  have  been  once  arrested  under  the  provisions  of  this  title,  and  dis- 
charged under  the  provisions  of  the  preceding  article,  or  by  habeas  corpus^ 
shall  not  be  again  arrested  upon  a  charge  of  the  same  ofEense,  except  by  a 
warrant  from  the  Governor  of  this  State. 

Sec  1085.  Governor  of  this  State  can  Demand  Fugitive.  When- 
ever the  Governor  of  this  State  may  think  proper  to  demand  a  person  who 
has  committed  an  offense  in  this  State,  and  has  fled  to  another  State  or 
Territory,  he  may  commission  any  suitable  person  to  take  such  requisition ; 
and  the  accused  person,  if  brought  back  to  this  State,  shall  be  delivered  up 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  it  is  alleged  he  has  committed  the 
offense. 

Sec  1086.  Reasonable  Pay  to  Person  Commissioned.  The  person 
commissioned  by  the  Governor  to  bear  a  requisition  for  a  fugitive  from 
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justice  to  another  State  or  Territory  shall  be  paid  oat  of  the  State  tieasofy 
a  reasonable  compensation  for  his  serrices,  to  be  paid  npon  the  oeitifieate 
of  the  Governor,  specifying  the  services  rendered  and  the  amount  aUowed 
therefor. 

8bc.  1037.  GovBBNOB  MAT  0p9BB  A  RiBWARD,  wrbh;  The  €k>yenior 
may,  whenever  he  deems  it  proper,  offer  a  reward  for  the  apprebennon  of 
any  person  accused  of  a  felony  in  this  State  and  who  is  evading  an  arrest 

Sec.  1088»  Ssall  bv  Publibhbd,  row.  When  the  Ctovarnor  offen  a 
reward  be  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  published  in  such  manner  asi  in  his 
judgment,  will  be  most  likely  to  efifeet  the  arrest  of  the  accused. 

Saa  1039.  Rbwabd  shall  bb  Paid  bt  Btatb.  The  person  who  may 
become  entitled  to  such  reward  shall  be  paid  the  same  out  of  the  State 
treasury  upon  the  cerUficate  of  the  Governor,  stating  the  amount  thereof, 
and  that  such  person  is  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  and  the  facte  which 
so  entitle  such  person  to  receive  it. 


XXXV.  VtRomtA. 

[From  the  Code  of  Virginia,  Munford,  1878,  title  10,  chap.  10,  {§  8-17. 
pages  200-203.] 

Section  8.  FnamvBS  fboic  Forbion  Nations.  The  Governor  shall, 
whenever  required  by  the  executive  authority  of  the  United  States,  pursuant 
to  the  Constitution  and  laws  thereof,  deliver  over  to  justice  any  person 
found  within  the  State,  who  shall  be  charged  with  having  committed  any 
crime  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  9.  Gk>VERNOB  mat  Deliver  oyer  FuoirrvB.  The  Qovemor,  though 
not  so  required,  may,  in  his  discretion,  deliver  over  to  justice  any  person 
found  within  the  State,  who  shall  be  charged  with  having  committed,  with- 
out the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  any  crime,  except  treason,  which 
by  the  laws  of  this  State,  if  committed  therein,  is  punishable  by  death  or 
imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary;  such  delivery  shall  only  be  made  on  the 
requisition  of  the  duly  authorized  officers  or  agents  of  the  €k>veniment, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  crime  shall  be  charged  to  ha^e  been 
committed,  and  the  Qovernor  shall  require  such  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the 
person  so  charged  as  would  be  necessary  to  justify  his  apprehension  and 
commitment  for  trial,  had  the  crime  charfi^ed  been  committed  within  this 
State.  The  expense  of  apprehension  and  delivery  shall  be  defrayed  by 
those  to  whom  the  delivery  is  made. 

FuQirrvBS  from  Other  Statbs. 

Section  10.  FoorrrvES  to  bb  Dblivered  Up.  Any  person  ohar^ged  in 
another  State  of  this  Union  with  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,  who  shall 
flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  this  State«  shall,  on  demand  of  the  exec- 
utive authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled,  made  in  the  foanner  pre- 
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scribed  by  the  Coostitntion  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  be  delirered  up, 
according  to  the  said  Constitation  and  laws,  to  be  removed  to  the  State 
hftTing  jurisdiction  of  tlie  crime. 

Sbc.  11.  Abbbst  or  Fuoxtiybs  bt  ICaoxstbatbb.  Whenever  any  person 
shall  be  found  within  this  State  charged  with  treason,  felony  or  other 
crime,  oommitted  in  any  other  State,  any  justice  may,  upon  complaint  on 
oath,  or  other  satisfactory  eyidence  that  such  person  committed  the  offense, 
issue  a  warrant  to  bring  the  person  so  charged  before  the  same  or  some 
other  justice  within  the  State;  and  the  officer  to  whom  such  warrant  may 
be  directed  may  execute  the  same  in  any  county  or  corporation  in  the  State, 
and  bring  the  party,  when  arrested,  before  any  justice  of  the  same,  or  any 
other  county  or  coiporation. 

Sbc.  19.  RBCOomEAKOB  to  bb  Oiybb.  If  it  shall  appear  to  the  justice 
before  whom  the  person  charged  may  be  brought  that  there  is  reasonable 
cause  to  beliere  that  the  complaint  is  true,  he  shall,  if  he  would  have  been 
bailable  by  a  justice,  in  case  the  offense  had  been  committed  in  this  State, 
be  required  to  recognize,  with  sufficient  sureties,  in  a  reasonable  sum  to 
appear  before  the  court  of  the  county  or  corporation  at  a  future  day,  allow- 
ing a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  the  warrant  of  the  executive,  and  to  abide 
the  order  of  the  court ;  and,  if  such  person  shall  not  so  recognize,  he  shall 
be  committed  to  prison,  and  be  there  detained  until  such  day.  The  recog- 
nizance, if  any,  shall  be  returned  to  the  said  court  without  delay;  and,  if  the 
person  so  recognizing  shall  fail  to  appear  according  to  the  condition  of  his 
recognizance,  be  shall  be  defaulted,  and  the  like  proceedings  shall  be  had 
as  in  the  case  of  other  recognizances  entered  into  before  a  justice ;  but  if 
such  person  would  not  have  been  bailable  by  a  justice,  in  case  the  offense 
had  been  committed  in  this  State,  he  shall  be  committed  to  prison,  and 
there  detained  until  the  day  so  appointed  for  his  appearance  before  the 
court. 

Sbc.  18.  Noticb  of  thb  Abbbst.  The  justice  by  whom  such  person  may 
be  so  recognized  or  committed  shall  immediately,  by  letter,  apprise  the 
Gk)vemor  of  the  fact,  who  shall  thereupon  communicate  the  same  to  the 
executive  of  the  State  where  the  crime  is  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted. 

Sbc.  14.  Dischabob  of  thb  FuomvB.  If  the  person  so  recognized  or 
committed  shall  appear  before  the  court  upon  the  day  ordered  he  shall  be 
discharged,  unless  he  shall  be  demanded  by  some  person  authorized  by  the 
warrant  of  the  Oovemor  to  receive  him,  or  unless  the  court  shall  see  cause 
to  commit  him,  or  to  require  him  to  recognize  anew  for  his  appearance  at 
some  other  day,  and,  if  when  ordered,  he  shall  not  so  recognize,  he  shall 
be  committed  and  detained  as  before.  But  whether  the  person  so  charged 
shall  be  recognized,  committed  or  discharged,  any  person  authorized  by  the 
warrant  of  the  Qovemor  may,  at  all  times,  take  him  into  custody,  and  the 
same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance,  if  any,  and  shall  not  be 
deemed  an  escape. 
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recognize,  he  ahall  be  comnutted  mid  detained  as  before.  But  whether  the 
penon  ao  charged  ahall  be  recogniced,  committed,  or  discharged,  any 
person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor  maj,  at  all  times,  take 
him  into  custody,  and  the  same  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  reoogsizaaoe,  if 
any,  and  shall  not  be  deemed  an  escape. 

Sbc.  17.  CoBTB.  The  complainant  in  such  case  ahall  be  answeraUe  for 
all  the  actual  costs  and  chaiges,  and  for  the  support  in  prison  of  any  perBon 
so  committed ;  and  if  the  charge  for  his  support  in  prison  shaU  not  be  paid 
when  demanded,  the  jailer  may  discharge  such  person  from  prison. 

Sbc.  18.  Postponembnt  of  Dbliyert.  No  person  nnder  proaecntioii 
for  an  offense  alleged  to  be  committed  within  this  State,  ahall  be  delivered 
up  to  the  exepntive  authority  of  another  State  or  of  the  United  States,  un- 
til such  prosecution  shall  have  been  determined,  and  the  person  prosecuted 
shall. have  been  punished,  if  condemned,  nor  shall  any  person  under  recog- 
nizance to  appear  as  a  witness  in  any  sadi  prosecution  be  so  delivered  up, 
until  said  prosecution  shall  be  determined.  Nor  shall  any  person  who  was 
in  custody  upon  any  execution,  or  npon  process  in  any  suit,  at  the  time  of 
being  apprehended  for  a  crime  charged  to  have  been  committed  without 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  State,  be  so  delivered  up  without  the  consent  of 
the  plaintiff  in  such  execution  or  suit,  until  the  amount  of  such  execution 
ahall  have  been  paid,  or  until  such  person  shall  be  otherwise  discharged 
from  such  execution  or  process. 

6bo.  19.  RawARDs;  Nons  to  Officbiu  The  Governor  may  offer  are- 
ward  for  apprehending  and  securing  any  person  convicted  of  an  offenae  or 
charged  therewith,  who  shall  have  escaped  from  prison,  or  for  apprehend- 
ing and  securing  any  person  charged  with  an  offense,  who,  there  ia  reason 
to  fear,  cannot  be  arrested  in  the  common  course  of  proceeding.  But  no 
such  reward  shall  be  paid  to  any  sheriff  or  other  oflloer  who  may  arrest  such 
person  by  virtue  of  any  process  in  his  hands  to  be  exeouted. 


XXXVll.  WiSCONSlK. 

[From  He  vised  Statutes  of  Wiflconsin,  1878,  chap.  189,  §  4654,  page  1091, 
as  amended  by  chap.  173,  Laws  1881,  and  chap.  198,  |J  4843-4854,  pages 
1128-1135.] 

Section  4654.  FnorrrvK  hot  Entitlbd  to  PBBUinvART  Examika- 
TiON.  No  information  shall  be  filed  against  any  person  for  any  offense,  until 
such  person  shall  have  had  a  preliminary  examination,  as  provided  by  law,  be- 
fore a  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  examining  magistrate  or  offioer,  unless 
such  person  shall  waive  his  right  to  such  examination ;  provided  that  infoT' 
mation  may  be  filed  without  such  examinations  against  fugitives  from  justice 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  and 
against  corporations ;  but  no  failure  or  omission  of  such  preliminary  examina- 
tion shall  in  any  case  invalidate  any  informations  in  any  court,  unless  the  do- 
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fendant  ehall  take  advantage  of  sach  failure  or  omission  before  pleading  to 

the  merits,  by  a  plea  in  abatement     [As  amended  by  chapter  178,  Laws  of 

1881.] 

•  ••••• 

Sbc.  4843.  GoYSBNOR  mat  Afpoiitt  Agbnt.  The  Govemor  of  this 
State,  may,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Ckmstitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  any  other  State  or  Territory) 
any  fugitive  from  justice, or  any  person  charged  with  felony  or  any  other  crime 
in  this  State,  and  appoint  agents  to  receive  the  same ;  and  whenever  an  appli- 
cation shall  be  made  to  the  Governor,  for  that  purpose,  the  district  attorneys 
or  any  other  prosecuting  officer  of  the  State,  when  required  by  the  Gover- 
nor, shall  forthwith  investigate  the  grounds  of  such  application,  and  report 
to  the  Governor  all  material  circumstances  which  may  come  to  his  knowl- 
edge, with  an  abstract  of  the  evidence,  and  his  opinion  as  to  the  expedi- 
ency of  the  demand  ;  but  the  Governor  may  in  any  case  appoint  such 
agents  without  requiring  the  opinion  of  or  any  report  from  the  district  at- 
torney ;  and  the  accounts  of  the  agents  appointed  for  such  purpose  shall 
in  all  cases  be  audited  by  the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
from  which  said  fugitive  may  have  fled,  and  paid  from  the  treasury  of  such 
county. 

Skc.  4844.  Gjbbtiftcatb  or  Distbict  ATTOBmBT.  The  district  attor- 
ney, or  other  prosecuting  officer  of  the  State,  shall  certify  that  he  approves 
of  the  application  ;  that  the  party  whose  arrest  is  sought  is  a  fugitive 
from  justice  ;  that  he  believes  the  said  fugitive  to  have  taken  refuge  in  the 
State  or  Territory  of  (naming  the  same),  and  that  the  ends  of  justice  re- 
quire that  the  said  fugitive  should  be  brought  back  to  this  State  for  triaL 
Sbc.  4845.  Failubb  to  Cbbtift.  Nothing  in  the  preceding  section 
shall  be  construed  as  prohibiting  the  issue  of  requisitions  by  the  Governor 
in  cases  where  the  district  attorney  or  other  officer  of  this  State  shall  re- 
fuse to  make  the  application,  or  where  by  reason  of  sickness,  or  a  vacancy 
in  the  office,  the  application  cannot  be  made  by  a  district  attorney  or 
other  officer  ;  or  in  other  cases  where  by  proper  affidavits  ample  proofs  of 
the  propriety  and  necessity  of  a  requisition  shall  be  furnished  to  the  Gov- 
ernor, but  which  for  good  reasons  cannot  be  placed  in  the  form  prescribed 
in  the  preceding  section. 

Sbc.*4846.  CoriBS  of  Papbbs  to  bb  Filbd  nr  ExBOirnyB  Officb. 
Duplicate  originals  or  certified  copies  of  all  papers  necessary  upon  applica- 
tion for  a  requisition,  including  the  application  and  all  other  papers  in  the 
caae,  must  be  furnished  to  the  Governor;  and  when  a  requisition  is  asked 
for  from  more  than  one  State,  an  additional  copy  thereof  must  be  furnished 
for  each  State,  and  one  set  of  such  papers  shall  be  filed  and  kopt  in  the  ex- 
ecutive office,  and  in  all  cases,  except  upon  indictment,  duplicate  original, 
or  certified  copies  of  the  affidavits  and  of  the  papers  made  before  the  mag- 
istrate for  the  arrest  and  examination  of  the  accused  must  be  furnished, 
with  the  certificate  of  such  magistrate,  that  the  person  making  any  such 

89 
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affidayit  is  to  be  believed,  and  with  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  circait 
court  of  the  county,  that  such  magistrate  is  a  lawful  magistrate  of  such 
county  (and  name  the  town). 

Sec.  4847.  Goysrnob  mat  Dbhand  Openion.  When  a  demand  BbiU 
be  made  upon  the  Governor  of  this  State  by  the  executive  of  any  other 
State  or  Territory,  in  any  case  authorized  by  the  Constitution  and  lavs  of 
the  United  States,  for  the  delivery  over  of  any  person  chared  in  such 
State  or  Territory  with  treason,  felony,  or  any  other  crime,  the  district  at- 
torney or  any  other  prosecuting  officer  of  the  State,  when  required  by  the 
Governor,  shall  forthwith  investigate  the  ground  of  such  demand,  and  re- 
port to  the  Governor  dl  material  facts  \^bich  may  come  to  his  knowledge  as 
to  the  situation  and  circumstances  of  the  person  so  demanded,  especially 
whether  he  is  held  in  custody,  or  is  under  recognizance  to  answer  for  any 
offense  against  the  laws  of  this  State  or  of  the  United  States,  or  by  force  of 
any  civil  process,  and  also  whether  such  demand  is  made  according  to  law, 
so  that  such  person  ought  to  be  delivered  up  ;  If  the  Governor  is  satisfied 
that  such  demand  is  conformable  to  htw  and  ought  to  be  complied  with,  he 
shall  issue  ills  warrant,  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  authorizing  any  daly 
appointed  agent  of  the  executive  who  makes  such  demand  forthwith,  or  at 
such  time  as  shall  be  designated  by  the  warrant  to  take  and  transport  sacfa 
person  to  the  line  of  the  State  at  the  expense  of  such  agents,  and  shall  also 
by  warrant  require  the  civil  officers  within  this  State  to  afford  all  needfal 
assistance  in  the  execution  thereof. 

Skc.  4848.  Arhbst  of  FnarrirBS  bt  Maoistratbs.  Whenever  any 
person  shall  be  found  within  this  State  charged  with  any  offense  com- 
mitted in  any  other  State  or  Territory,  and  liable  by  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  to  be  delivered  over  upon  the  demand 
of  the  executive  of  such  other  State  or  Territory,  any  court  or  mag- 
istrate authorized  to  issue  iKfarrants  in  criminal  cases  may,  upon  com- 
plaint under  oath,  setting  forth  the  offense,  and  such  other  matters  as  are 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  law,  issue  a  wairantto 
bring  the  person  so  charged  before  the  same,  or  some  other  court  or  magis- 
trate within  the  State,  to  answer  to  such  complaint  as  in  other  cases. 

Sec.  4849.  Thb  Proobedikos  m  such  Casbs.  If,  upon  examination  of 
the  person  charged,  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  or  magistrate  that  there  is  rea- 
sonable cause  to  believe  that  the  complaint  is  true,  and  that  such  person  msy 
be  lawfully  demanded  of  the  Governor,  he  shall,  if  not  charged  with  a 
capital  crime,  be  required  to  recognize  with  sufficient  sureties  in  a  reaaoa- 
able  sum,  to  appear  before  such  court  or  magistrate  at  a  future  day,  alk>v- 
ing  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  the  warrant  of  the  executive,  and  to  abide 
the  order  of  the  court  or  magistrate,  and  if  such  person  shall  not  so  recog- 
nize, he  shall  be  committed  to  prison  and  be  there  detained  until  aach  day, 
in  like  manner  as  if  the  offense  charged  had  been  committed  vritfaiD  this 
State,  and  if  the  person  so  recognizing  shall  fail  to  appear  according  to  th« 
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conditons  of  hii  recognizance,  he  fihall  be  defaulted  ^d  the  like  proceed- 
ings shall  be  had  as  in  the  case  of  other  recognizances  entered  into  before 
such  court  or  magistrate,  but  if  such  person  be  charged  with  a  capital  crime 
he  shall  be  committed  to  prison  and  there  detained  until  the  day  so  ap- 
pointed for  his  appearance  before  the  court  or  magistrate. 

Sec.  4850.  Accussd  to  be  Dischakged  unless  Demanded.  If  the 
person  so  recognized  or  committed  shall  appear  before  the  court  or  magis- 
trate upon  the  day  ordered  he  shall  be  discharged  unless  he  be  demanded 
by  some  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of  the  executive  to  receive  him, 
or  unless  the  court  or  magistrate  shall  see  cause  to  commit  him,  or  to 
require  him  to  recognize  anew  for  his  appearance  at  some  other  day,  and  if, 
when  ordered,  he  shall  not  so  recog^nize,  he  shall  be  committed  and  de- 
tained, as  before  provided ;  whether  the  x>erson  so  charged  shall  be  recog- 
nized, committed  or  discharged,  any  person  authorized  by  the  warrant  of 
the  executive  may,  at  all  times,  take  him  into  custody,  and  the  same  shall 
be  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance,  if  any,  and  shall  not  be  deemed  an 
escape. 

Sec.  4851.  Complainant  to  pat  Costs.  The  complainant  in  such  case 
shall  be  answerable  for  all  the  actual  costs  and  charges,  and  for  the  support 
in  prison  of  any  person  so  committed,  and  shall  advance  to  the  jailer  one 
week^s  board  at  the  time  of  commitment,  and  so  from  week  to  week  as 
long  as  such  person  shall  remain  in  jail,  and  if  he  fail  to  do  so,  the  jailer 
may  forthwith  discharge  such  person  from  his  custody. 


Michigan. 

Section  4852.  Michigan  Pbisoners  mat  be  Carbibd  through  Wis- 
consin. It  shall  be  lawful  for  all  officers  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  or  other 
persons  duly  authorized,  on  lawful  warrants  from  any  judicial  officer  of 
that  State  to  convey  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of,  or  may  be 
charged  with  any  crime  committed  within  the  State  of  Michigan,  through 
the  State  of  Wisconsin,  from  the  upper  peninsula  to  the  lower  peninsula, 
or  from  the  lower  peninsula  to  the  upper  peninsula  of  Michigan,  for  the 
purpose  of  final  execution  or  trial. 

Sec.  4853.  If  any  person  so  convicted  of  or  charged  with  crime  in  the 
State  of  Michigan,  on  being  so  conveyed  by  such  officers,  or  other  person 
duly  authorized  under  the  laws  of  Michigan  to  have  the  custody  of  such 
person,  shall  sue  out  a  writ  of  habecu  corpua^  it  shall  be  a  sufficient  answer  to 
said  writ  by  the  person  having  such  custody,  that  he  holds  such  per- 
son, by  virtue  of  a  lawful  warrant,  from  any  judicial  officer  of  the  State  of 
Michigan,  and  he  shall  annex  to  such  answer  a  copy  of  the  writ,  by  which 
he  claims  the  custody  of  such  person. 

Sec.  4854.  Pbnaltt  fob  Aiding  Such  Priboneb  to  Esoapb.  Any  or 
all  persons  who  shall  in  any  manner  aid  such  person  so  being  conveyed 
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through  the  State  of  Wisconsin  by  virtne  of  any  such  writ  or  warrant,  to 
escape,  or  shall  resist  any  officer  or  person  while  engaged  in  carrying  any 
Buch  prisoner  through  this  State,  shall  be  liable  to  the  same  penalties  u 
now  provided  by  the  laws  of  this  State  against  persons  aiding  prisoners  to 
escape,  or  reaiBting  officers  of  this  State. 


IV. 

THE  ENGLISH  EXTRADinON  ACT  OF  1870. 


'  The  most  of  the  extradition  cases  that  occur,  whether  to  or  from  the 
United  States,  arise  under  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  and  hence 
it  has  been  judged  expedient  to  place  in  this  Appendix  the  following  sec- 
tions of  the  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870,  for  the  information  of  those 
who  may  have  occasion  to  deal  with  such  cases: 

Sbction  8.  The  following  restrictions  shall  be  observed  with  respect  to 
the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals : 

(1.)  A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered,  if  the  offense  in  respect 
of  which  his  surrender  is  demanded  is  one  of  a  political  character,  or  if  he 
prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  police  magistrate,  or  the  court  before  whom 
he  is  brought  on  habecu  corpus^  or  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  that  the  requi- 
sition for  his  surrender  has  in  fact  been  made  with  a  view  to  try  or  punish 
him  for  an  offense  of  a  political  character. 

(2.)  A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  to  a  foreign  State,  unless 
provision  is  made  by  the  law  of  that  State,  or  by  arrangement,  that  the 
fugitive  criminal  shall  not,  until  he  has  been  restored  or  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  returning  to  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  be  detained  or  tried  in  that 
foreign  State  for  any  offense  committed  prior  to  his  surrender,  other  than 
the  extradition  crime  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is 
grounded. 

(8.)  A  fugitive  criminal  who  has  been  accused  of  some  offense  within 
English  jurisdiction,  not  being  the  offense  for  which  his  surrender  is  asked, 
or  is  undergoing  sentence  under  any  conviction  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
shall  not  be  surrendered  until  after  he  has  been  discnarged,  whether  by  ac- 
quittal or  on  expiration  of  his  sentence  or  otnerwise. 

(4.)  A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  until  the  expiration  of 
fifteen  days  from  the  date  of  his  being  committed  to  prison  to  await  his 
surrender. 

Skc.  7.  A  requisition  for  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal  of  any  for- 
eign State,  who  is  in  or  suspected  of  being  in  the  United  Kingdom,  shall 
be  made  to  a  Secretary  of  State,  by  some  person  recognized  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  State  as  a  diplomatic  representative  of  that  foreign  State.    A 
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Secretary  of  State  may,  by  order  under  hia  hand  and  seal,  signify  to  a 
police  magistrate  that  such  requisition  has  been  made,  and  require  him  to 
issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  fugitive  criminal.  If  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  of  opinion  that  the  offense  is  one  of  a  political  char- 
acter, he  may,  if  he  think  fit,  refuse  to  send  any  such  order,  and  may  also 
at  any  time  order  a  fugitiye  criminal  accused  or  convicted  of  such  ofEenae 
to  be  discharged  from  custody. 

Sbo.  10.  In  the  case  of  a  fugitive  criminal  accused  of  an  extradition 
crime,  if  the  foreign  warrant  authorizing  the  arrest  of  such  criminal  is  duly 
authenticated,  and  stich  evidence  is  produced  as  (kubjetrt  to  the  provisioiis 
of  this  act)  would,  according  to  the  law  of  Bngland,  justify  the  commit- 
tal for  trial  of  the  prisoner,  if  the  crime  of  which  he  is  accused  had  been 
committed  in  England,  the  police  magistrate  shall  commit  him  to  prison, 
but  otherwise  shall  order  him  to  be  discharged.  (The  same  rule  is  applied 
if  the  criminal  has  been  convicted  of  an  extradition  crime.) 

Sec.  14.  Depositions  or  statements  on  oath,  taken  in  a  foreign  State, 
and  copies  of  such  original  depositions  or  statements,  and  foreign  certifi- 
cates of,  or  judicial  documents  stating  the  fkct  of  conviction,  diay,  if  duly 
authenticateld,  be  received  iil  evidence  of  proceddiiigs  under  thift  act. 

Seo.  15.  Foreign  warrants  and  depositions  or  statements  oU  oath,  and 
copies  thereof,  and  certificates  of,  or  judicial  documents  stating  the  fact  of 
a  conviction,  shall  be  deemed  duly  authenticatisd  fot  the  purposes  of  this 
act  if  authentlijated  ih  manner  provided  for  the  time  being  by  law,  or  au- 
thenticated as  fbllows  :  (1)  If  the  warrant  purports  to  be  signed  by  a 
judge,  magistr&te,  or  ofilcer  of  the  foreign  State  where  the  same  was 
issued  ;  (2)  If  the  depositions  ot  statements  or  the  copies  thereof  pur- 
port to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  a  judge,  magistrate,  or  ofilcer  of  the 
foreign  State  where  the  same  were  taken  to  be  the  original  depositions  or  state- 
ments, or  to  be  true  copies  thereof,  as  the  case  niay  require  ;  and  (3)  If  the 
certificate  of,  or  judicial  documents  stating  the  fact  of  conviction  purports 
to  be  certified  by  a  judge,  magistrate  or  ofiScer  of  the  foreign  State  where 
the  conviction  took  place ;  and  if  in  every  case  the  warrants*  deposition^ 
statements,  copies,  certificates,  and  judicial  documents  (as  the  case  may  be; 
are  authenticated  by  the  oath  of  some  witness  Or  by  being  sealed  with  the 
official  seid  of  the  Minister  of  Justice,  or  some  other  minister  of  State  ;  and 
aU  courts  of  justice,  justices  and  magistrates  shall  take  judiciiU  notioe  of 
such  ofilcial  seal,  and  shall  admit  the  documents  so  authentioated  by  it  to 
be  received  in  evidence  without  further  proof. 

Sbg.  17.  This  act,  when  applied  by  Order  in  Council,  shall,  unless  it  a 
otherwise  provided  hy  such  order^  extend  to  eVery  British  possession  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  throughout  this  act  the  British  possession  were  snbsti- 
tuted  fot*  the  United  Kingdom  or  England  as  the  case  may  require,  bat  with 
^e  following  modifications,  namely  :  (1)  The  requisition  for  the  snireader 
of  a  fugitive  criminal  who  is  in  or  suspected  of  being  in  a  British  poaseaaioa 
may  be  made  to  the  Oovemor  of  that  British  possession  by  say  person  ree- 
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ognized  by  that  Gtovernor  as  a  ooiuul-gcneral,  consul,  or  vice-oonsnl,  or  (if 
the  fugitive  crimiual  has  escaped  from  a  colony  or  dependency  of  the  foreign 
State  on  behalf  of  which  the  requisition  is  made)  as  the  (Governor  of  such 
colony  or  dependency ;  (2)  No  w.arrant  of  a  Secretary  of  State  shall  be  required, 
and  all  powers  rested  in  or  acts  authorised  or  required  to  be  done  under 
this  act  by  the  police  magistrate  and  the  Secretary  of  State^  or  either  of 
them,  in  relation  to  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal,  may  be  done  by 
the  Governor  of  the  British  possession  alone  ;  (8)  Any  prison  in  the  British 
possession  may  be  substituted  for  a  prison  in  Middlesex  ;  (4)  A  judge  of 
any  court  ezerdsing  in  the  British  possessiim  the  like  powers  as  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  ezerdsea  in  England,  may  exercise  the  power  of  dischai^- 
ing  a  criminal  when  not  conveyed  within  two  months  out  of  aach  British 
possession. 

Sec.  18.  If,  by  any  law  or  ordinance^  made  before  or  after  the  passing  of 
this  act  by  the  legislature  of  any  British  possession,  provision  is  made  for 
carrying  into  effect  within  such  possession  the  surrender  of  fugitive  criminals 
who  are  in  or  suspected  of  being  in  such  British  possession,  Her  Majesty 
may,  by  the  Order  in  Council  applying  this  act  in  tlie  case  of  any  foreign 
State,  or  by  any  subsequent  order,  either  suspend  the  operation,  within  any 
such  British  possession,  of  this  act,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  such  foreign  State,  and  so  long  as  such  law  or  ordinance  continues  in 
force  there  and  no  longer;  or  direct  that  such  law  or  ordinance,  or  any  part 
thereof,  shall  have  effect  in  such  British  possession,  with  or  without  modi- 
fications and  alterations,  as  if  it  were  part  of  this  act. 

Sbc.  19.  Where,  in  pursuance  of  any  arrangement  with  a  foreign  State, 
any  person  accused  or  convicted  of  any  crime  which,  if  committed  in  Eng- 
land, would  be  one  of  the  crimes  described  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  act» 
is  surrendered  by  that  foreign  State,  such  person  shall  not,  until  he  has 
been  restored  or  had  an  opportunity  of  returning  to  such  foreign  State,  be 
triable  or  tried  for  any  offense  committed  prior  to  the  surrender  in  any 
part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  other  than  such  of  the  said  crimes  as  may 
be  proved  by  the  facts  on  which  the  surrender  is  grounded. 

Sec.  24.  The  testimony  of  any  witness  may  be  obtained  in  relation  to  any 
criminal  matter  pending  in  any  court  or  tribunal  in  a  foreign  State  in  like 
manner  as  it  may  be  obtained  in  relation  to  any  civil  matter  under  the  act 
of  the  session  of  the  nineteenth  and  twentieth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her 
present  Majesty,  chapter  118,  entitled  ''An  act  to  provide  for  taking  evi- 
dence in  Her  Majesty's  dominions  in  relation  to  civil  and  commercial  mat- 
ters pending  before  foreign  tribunals;."  and  all  the  provisions  of  that  act 
shall  be  construed  as  if  the  term  '*  civil  matter  "  included  a  criminal  matter, 
and  the  term  ''cause "  included  a  proceeding  against  a  criminal,  provided 
that  nothing  in  this  section  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  any  criminal  matter 
of  a  political  character. 

Sec.  25.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act,  every  colony,  dependency  and  con- 
stituent part  of  a  foreign  State,  and  every  vessel  of  that  State  shall  (except 
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where  expressly  mentioned  as  distinct  in  this  act)  be  deemed  to  be  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  and  to  be  part  of  such  foreign  State. 

Sec.  27.  The  acts  specified  in  the  third  schedule  to  this  act  are  hereby  re- 
pealed as  to  the  whole  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions ;  and  this  act  (with  the 
exception  of  any  thing  contained  in  it  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  treaties 
referred  to  in  the  acts  so  repealed)  shall  apply  (as  regards  crimes  committed 
either  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this  act),  in  the  case  of  the  foreign 
States  with  which  those  treaties  are  made,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  ta 
Order  in  Oouncil  referring  to  such  treaties  had  been  made  in  pursuance  of 
this  act,  and  as  if  such  Order  had  directed  that  every  law  and  ordinance 
which  is  in  force  in  any  British  possession  with  respect  to  such  treaties 
should  have  effect  as  part  of  this  act :  Provided,  that  if  any  proceedings  for 
or  in  relation  to  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  criminal  have  been  commenced 
under  the  said  acts  previously  to  the  repeal  thereof,  such  proceedings  may 
be  completed,  and  the  fugitive  surrendered,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  this 
act  had  not  been  passed. 

To  these  sections  it  is  thought  proper  to  add  two  others  from  the  Sup- 
plementary Extradition  Act  of  1873,  as  follows: 

Sec.  4.  Be  it  declared,  that  the  provisions  of  the  principal  act  relating 
to  depositions  and  statements  on  oath  taken  in  a  foreign  State,  and  copies 
of  such  original  depositions  and  statements,  do  and  shall  extend  to  afSrma- 
tions  taken  in  a  foreign  State,  and  copies  of  such  affirmations. 

Sbc.  7.  For  the  purposes  of  the  principal  act  and  this  act,  a  diplomatic 
representative  of  a  foreign  State  shall  be  deemed  to  include  any  peisoa 
recognized  by  the  Secretary  of  State  as  a  consul-general  of  that  State,  and 
a  consul  or  vice-consul  shall  be  deemed  to  include  any  person  recognized 
by  the  Governor  of  a  British  possession  as  a  consular  officer  of  a  foreign 
State. 


V. 

GOVERNOR  CUILOM'S  OPmON. 


Governor  CuUom,  of  Illinois,  in  1878  gave  the  following  opinion  on  the 
subject  of  inter-State  extradition  in  the  cases  of  Gaffigan  and  Merrick : 

On  the  4tb  day  of  December,  1878,  a  requisition  was  presented  to  me, 
issued  by  the  €k)vemor  of  Pennsylvania,  demanding  the  surrender  of  two 
citizens  of  Illinois,  Michael  Gaffigan  and  Michael  Merrick,  as  fugitives  from 
justice.  This  requisition  was  based  upon  an  indictment  charging  the  per- 
sons named  with  having  murdered  one  Michael  Durkin  in  the  county  of 
Schuylkill,  Pennsylvania,  on  the  1st  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1865.  The  indict- 
ment was  found  at  the  March  session  of  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  of 
Schuylkill  county  for  the  year  1865. 

On  presentation  of  the  requisition,  I  issued  my  warrant,  and  the  men 
were  at  once  arrested,  but  they  have  not  been  surrendered  to  the  agent  of 
the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania.  I  have  been  earnestly  urged  by  counsel 
for  the  prisoners  to  withhold  their  surrender  until  cause  should  be 
shown  for  revoking  my  warrant.  Being  anxious  to  give  the  men  all  the 
benefits  to  which  they  are  lawfully  entitled,  I  have  carefully  considered  the 
evidence  submitted  to  me,  and  the  arguments  of  counsel.  The  facts  and 
reasons  on  which  I  am  asked  to  revoke  my  warrant  are  very  important,  and 
demand  the  most  earnest  attention. 

The  extreme  gravity  of  the  offense  charged,  as  well  as  the  questions  of 
legal  obligation  and  State  comity  presented,  require  and  have  received  from 
me  the  most  careful  consideration. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  duty  of  the  executive  of  each  State  to  give  full 
effect  to  that  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution  which  requires  the  return 
of  the  fugitives  from  justice,  and  to  respect  all  laws  made  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  that  provision.  I  have  no  inclination  to  disregard  the  obliga- 
tion thus  created,  even  though  no  power  exists  by  which  my  action  could 
be  controlled.  On  the  other  hand,  the  seizure  of  a  citizen  of  this  State  and 
his  forcible  transportation  to  a  distant  jurisdiction,  beyond,  all  protection 
from  the  laws  of  his  own  State,  is  a  proceeding  so  serious  that  it  can  only 
be  justified  by  positive  law  and  the  concurrence  of  all  the  facts  required  by 
law.  The  Governor  of  a  State  has  a  very  solemn  duty  to  perform  toward 
his  own  people,  as  well  as  toward  other  States.    He  should  see  that  no  vio- 
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lent  proceedings  be  taken  against  citizens  who  rely  on  him  for  protectioD, 
unless  such  proceedings  be  fully  warranted  by  law. 

Since  the  arrest  of  Ghiffigan  and  Merrick  the  following  facts  have  been  so 
well  established  by  evidence  submitted  to  me  that  I  cannot  doubt  their 
truth: 

In  January,  1865,  after  the  death  of  Durkin,  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  left 
the  county  of  Schuylkill,  Pennsylvaiiia,  where  they  lived  up  to  that  time. 
They  were  aged  respectively  twenty-one  and  twenty-two  years.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  they  attempted  to  conce4kl  their  destination.  They  came 
to  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  in  1867  settled  in  Springfield,  the  capital  of 
the  State,  where  they  have  ever  since  resided.  One  of  them  has  for  years 
done  business  as  a  merchant  on  one  of  the  principal  streets  of  the  city,  and 
has  held  the  office  of  County  Inspector  of  Mines  by  appointment  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  Sangamon  county.  The  other  has  acted  as  School 
Director  of  the  town  of  Woodside  in  the  same  county.  Both  have  borne 
their  true  names  and  have  shown  themselves  as  publicly  as  any  other  citi- 
zens. Merrick  was  a  married  man  when  he  came  to  Blinois ;  Gaffigan  has 
married  a  citizen  of  this  State  since  coming  here.  Both  have  families  of 
children  born  in  this  State,  and  of  very  tender  age.  During  the  residence 
of  these  men  here  they  have  been  in  frequent  conmiunication  with  their 
friends  in  Schuylkill  county,  Pennsylvania,  their  old  home.  Some  yearg 
ago  Mrs.  Merrick,  accompanied  by  four  of  her  children,  visited  the  old 
home  and  spent  some  weeks  there,  the  residence  of  herself  and  husband  at 
Springfield,  in  this  State,  being  known  and  spoken  of  among  her  acquaintr 
ances  as  is  usual  when  persons  visit  a  former  place  of  abode. 

The  father  of  Gafiigan,  who  resided  at  St.  Clair,  Pennsylvania,  where  the 
murder  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  openly  left  that  town  in  1870 
or  1871  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  living  with  his  son  in  Springfield, 
Illinois.  After  living  a  short  time  in  Springfield  he  died,  and  the  fact  of 
his  death  was  at  once  telegraphed  to  one  Conroy,  who  was  a  constable  of 
St  Clair,  and  a  witness  whose  name  was  indorsed  on  the  indictment.  The 
remains  of  the  elder  Gaffigan  were  taken  back  to  St.  Clair,  Pennsylvania, 
and  interred  in  the  presence  of  a  large  number  of  people. 

It  is  abundantly  shown  that  at  various  times  since  Gaffigan  and  Merrick 
have  resided  here  a  large  number  of  residents  of  Schuylkill  county,  Penn- 
sylvania, have  come  to  Springfield,  and  have  renewed  their  acquaintance 
with  the  two  men  named.  Some  of  these  persons  have  lived  here  a  short 
time,  others  for  years,  and  then  returned  to  their  old  home  in  Pennsylvania. 
Some  have  returned  again  and  again.  While  being  here  these  persons  have 
repeatedly  written  back  to  their  friends,  stating  how  Gaffigan  and  Merrick 
were  prospering.  This  is  very  natural  and  very  usual.  It  is  shown  that 
these  persons,  after  being  for  a  time  in  Springfield  and  returning  to  Penn- 
sylvania, spoke  repeatedly  of  knowing  Gaffigan  and  Merrick,  while  here, 
and  stated  that  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  had  treated  their  old  acquaintances 
very  kindly.  Indeed,  a  very  large  exchange  of  visits  and  correspondence 
is  shown  to  have  taken  place  between  the  two  localities.     I  may  also  add 
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to  the  facts  already  stated  tbst  s  brother  of  one  of  the  prisoners^  who  was 
also  included  in  the  indictment^  surrendered  himself,  was  tried  and  ac- 
quitted. The  men  were  poor  when  they  came  here^  but  by  industry  and 
frugality  they  have  acquired  decent  homes  and  hare  borne  characters  en- 
tirely irreproachable.  They  have  ncTer  concealed  who  they  were,  nor  their 
former  place  of  residence. 

On  the  part  of  those  who  demand  the  sutrender  of  the  men  it  is  alleged 
(and  the  statement  is  supported  by  affidavit)  that  the  public  prosecutor  of 
the  county  of  Schuylkill,  Pennsylvania,  in  office  at  the  time  said  indictment 
was  found,  and  most^  if  not  all  of  his  successors  up  to  a  Tcry  recent  date 
were  ignorant  of  the  whereabouts  of  the  persons.  This  may  be  true,  and 
I  do  not  at  all  doubt  it,  but  I  think  it  clear  that  notwithstanding  this,  the 
whereabouts  of  the  men  was  a  matter  of  public  and  general  notoriety  in  the 
county  where  the  crime  is  allied  to  have  been  committed,  for  from  seven 
to  twelve  years  before  any  ac^on  was  taken  for  their  arrest.  They  were  in 
constant  and  open  correspondence  with  their  friends;  the  wife  of  one  was 
at  the  old  home  for  weeks;  the  father  of  the  other  openly  left  the  old  home 
to  live  with  his  son,  and  his  body  was  taken  back  and  publicly  buried  in 
the  presence  of  a  large  number  of  people. 

I  feel  entirely  satisfied  that,  if  the  whereabouts  of  the  men  was  unknown 
to  the  public  prosecutors,  it  was  because  they  did  not  take  the  slightest 
trouble  to  inquire.  It  is  impossible  ^at  a  fact  so  notorious  to  a  multitude 
oC  people  could  be  kept  from  a  public  officer  if  he  had  made  the  slightest 
effort  to  discover  it.  It  is  true  that  inunediately  after  the  homicide  a  re- 
ward was  offered  and  some  effort  made  for  the  apprehension  of  the  men ; 
but  in  speaking  of  delay  I  refer  to  the  long  period  that  has  elapsed  since 
the  year  A.  D.  1865. 

Theobold  Ruffing,  of  Schuylkill  county,  Pionnsylyania,  deposes  that  soon 
after  the  homicide  of  Durkin  he  learned  tHat  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  were  in 
Streator,  Illinois^  and  he  notified  the  county  commissioners  of  Schuylkill 
county  of  the  fact.  Said  commissioners  offered  him  (100  if  he  would  aiTest 
Gaffigan  and  Merrick,  but  thinking  the  reward  too  nnall  he  declined  to  do 
BO.     Deponent  was  at  that  time  a  constable. 

It  is  urged  by  those  who  support  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of 
Pennsylvania  that  I  have  no  discretion  in  the  matter,  but  must  surrender 
the  men  if  the  papers  presented  are  regular  on  their  face.  And  this  is  to 
my  mind  the  most  important  question.  Have  I  the  right  to  consider  any 
extraneous  fkcts  —  the  lapse  of  time,  the  passiveness  of  the  public  prose- 
cutor of  Pennsylvania,  the  hardships  of  respectable  families  ih  this  State, 
or  any  other  matter  beyond  the  very  letter  of  the  record? 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Ken- 
tucky V.  Dennisony  made  use  of  language  which  would  seem  to  justify  the 
conclusion  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  to  whom  a  requisition  is  presented, 
demanding  the  return  of  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice,  has  only  a  min- 
isterial duty  to  perform,  and  has  no  authority  to  look  beyond  the  record. 
Howard,  66. 
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The  words  used  by  the  court  are  very  strong,  and  if  they  are  to  be  taken 
without  qualification,  would  seem  to  be  conclusive.  Yet  it  is  entirely  cer- 
tain that  notwithstanding  that  decision  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the 
Gk>vemors  of  many  States  to  look  beyond  the  papers  presented.  It  is  clear 
that  where  a  prisoner  is  held  to  answer  a  criminal  charge,  in  the  State 
where  found,  he  will  not  be  surrendered  upon  the  demand  of  the  executive 
authority  of  another  State.  This  has  always  been  the  practice  in  Illinois^ 
as  well  as  in  all  other  States  so  far  as  I  know.  But  since  the  case  of  Kay- 
tuehy  V.  Denniaon,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  itself  has  con- 
clusively shown  that  the  words  used  by  the  court,  in  the  case  last  cited,  are 
not  to  be  taken  without  qualification.  In  TaUor  v.  Taintor  (16  Wallace, 
p.  866)  a  peculiar  state  of  facts  was  shown.  One  McGuire  was  indicted  in 
Connecticut  and  gave  bail.  He  then  went  to  the  State  of  New  York,  but 
was  taken  from  there  on  a  requisition  from  the  (Governor  of  Maine,  and  was 
imprisoned  in  the  State.  He  did  not  appear  to  answer  the  indictment  in 
Connecticut,  and  forfeited  Ills  recognizance.  Judgment  being  given  against 
his  bondsmen,  they  carried  the  case  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  where  the  judgment  was  aflSlrmed.  In  discussing  the  questions 
presented  the  court  say : 

**  Had  the  facts  been  made  known  to  the  executive  of  New  York  in  time 
it  is  to  be  presumed  he  would  have  ordered  McGuire  to  be  delivered  to 
them  (the  bondsmen),  and  not  the  authority  of  Maine." 

Again  on  page  874  the  court  say :  *'  It  is  true  the  constitutional  provis- 
ion and  the  law  of  Congress  under  which  the  arrest  and  delivery  were 
made  are  obligatory  on  every  State,  and  a  part  of  tlie  law  of  every  State. 
But  the  duty  enjoined  is  several  and  not  joint,  and  every  Governor  acts 
independently  and  for  himself.  There  can  be  no  joint  demand  or  refusal 
In  the  event  of  refusal,  the  State  making  the  demand  must  submit.  There 
is  no  alternative.  In  the  case  of  McGuire  no  impediment  appeared  to  the 
Governor  of  New  York,  and  he  properly  yielded  obedience.  The  Gover- 
nor of  Connecticut,  if  applied  to,  might  have  rightfully  postponed  com- 
pliance. If  advised  in  season  he  might  have  intervened  and  by  a  requisition 
have  asserted  the  claim  of  Connecticut.  It  would  then  have  been  for  the 
Gk>vernor  of  New  York  to  decide  between  the  conflicting  demands.  What- 
ever the  decision,  if  the  proceedings  were  regular,  it  would  have  been  con- 
clusive. There  could  have  been  no  review  and  no  inquiry  going  behind 
it" 

It  thus  appears  that  the  language  used  in  Emtucky  v.  Dtnni$on  is  not 
unqualified,  that  an  executive  officer  to  whom  a  requisition  is  presented  may 
do  something  more  than  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  record,  and  that 
however  regular  the  record  there  still  may  be  impedimenU  of  which  the 
executive  of  whom  the  demand  is  made  must  be  the  judge.  I  refer  to  this 
case,  and  to  the  practice  in  this  and  other  States,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  whether  my  duties  be  regarded  as  purely  ministerial  or  quoHjvdi' 
doLt  I  am  not  only  empowered,  but  required  to  consider  certain  extraneous 
facts  not  appearing  in  the  record  presented  to  me. 
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What  facts  I  may  inquire  into,  and  what  effect  shall  be  given  to  such 
facts  when  established,  may  be  matters  of  dispute,  but  I  regard  it  as  settled 
by  the  highest  authority  that  I  am  not  absolutely  bound  by  the  papers  cer- 
tified to  by  the  executive  of  Pennsylvania. 

With  this  understanding  of  my  powers  and  duties,  I  proceed  to  consider 
the  facts  above  noticed,  and  their  effect  upon  the  status  of  Gafflgan  and 
Merrick. 

All  acts  of  Congress  and  all  State  statutes  relating  to  the  surrender  of 
fugitives  from  justice  as  between  the  States  are  only  intended  to  give  ef- 
fect to  section  2  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  That 
section  is  as  follows  : 

''A  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,  who 
shall  flee  from  justice  and  be  found  in  another  State  shall,  on  demand  of 
the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  to 
be  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime." 

Now,  it  is  certainly  clear  that  under  this  provision  two  circumstances 
must  concur  before  any  person  can  be  lawfully  arrested  in  one  State  and 
forcibly  sent  to  another.  He  must  be  charged  with  treason,  felony,  or  other 
crime,  and  he  must  be  a  fugiUoe  frcm  justice,  Neither  fact  is  sufficient 
without  the  other.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  certiflcate  of  the  Governor 
of  a  State  that  a  party  has  been  charged  with  crime,  when  accompanied  by 
a  properly  authenticated  copy  of  the  indictment  or  affidavit  on  which  the 
prosecution  is  based,  is  conclusive  proof  of  such  fact.  Under  the  Consti' 
tution  the  judicial  records  of  each  State  are  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit 
in  all  the  other  States.  If  the  records  so  certifled  are  regular  upon  their 
face,  the  executive  of  the  State  to  whom  the  demand  is  made  has  clearly 
*  no  right  to  go  beyond  the  record  and  inquire  whether  the  accused  is  guilty 
or  innocent.  The  fact  that  the  accused  is  charged  with  crime  is  thus  con- 
clusively established.  But  the  second  jurisdictional  fact  still  remains  to 
be  established. 

The  Federal  Constitution  does  not  prescribe  the  mode  by  which  it  shall 
be  made  to  appear  that  the  accused  has  fled  from  justice  ;  nor  does  it  in 
terms  declare  who  shall  determine  the  question.  Ko  jttdicial  tribunal  is 
appointed  to  consider  or  pass  upon  the  question.  It  is  customary  to  allege 
in  the  requisition  that  the  party  named  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  to 
accompany  the  statement  with  an  affidavit  to  that  effect.  But  no  law  re- 
quires this  course,  nor  is  the  legal  force  of  such  an  affidavit  in  any  way  de- 
flned.  The  Governor  issuing  the  requisition  must  determine  that  fact  for 
himself  in  the  first  instance.  It  is  not  at  all  certain  that  a  prosecution  for 
perjury  could  be  maintained  if  such  affidavit  were  false.  In  the  absence  of 
any  counter  evidence  such  an  affidavit  would  ordinarily  be  sufficient  no 
doubt,  and  would  be  satisfactory  to  the  Governor  on  whom  the  demand  was 
made.  But  is  he  concluded  by  such  an  affidavit  t  He  does  not  know  that 
it  is  true.  Indeed,  he  may  positively  know  that  it  is  false.  Can  it  be  that 
as  to  a  matter  not  established  by  a  judicial  record,  the  Governor  on  whom 
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tbe  damand  is  made  is  bound  to  accept  prima  facie  evidence  which  he 
knows  to  be  false,  and  disregard  that  >7hich  be  knows  to  be  true  ? 

After  iull  dclibevation  I  am  satisfied  that  as  to  the  fact  of  tbe  accused 
being  a  fugitive  from  justice,  each  Governor  must  judge  for  himself.  The 
fact  is  not  determined  by  any  judicial  act  or  record,  but  is  in  pais  purely. 
Whether  a  person  is  charged  with  erlmQ  is  another  matter  provable  by  rec- 
ords that  import  absolute  verity,  and  therefore  cannot  be  inquired  into. 
But  whether  he  has  fled  from  the  State  wherein  the  charge  was  made  is  an 
open  question  for  the  determination  of  which  the  law  has  made  no  proviso 
ion  in  terms. 

I,  theref  ore,  proceed  with  regard  to  this  question  upon  that  settled  princi- 
ple, that  where  the  law  imposes  upon  any  officer  the  duty  of  performing 
any  act  upon  the  happening  of  any  event  or  the  proof  made  of  any  fact, 
and  at  the  same  time  does  not  create  any  tribunal  for  the  deterraination  ef 
the  condition  precedent,  suoh  officer  is  required  to  judge  for  himself. 

It  is  true  that  tke  act  of  Congress  of  Feb.  18,  1793  and  that  the  statutes 
of  the  United  States  declare  that  whenever  any  person  shall  be  demanded 
as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  he  shall  be  surrendered.  But  I  cannot  for  a  mo- 
ment believe  that  it  was  the  intention  either  of  Congress  or  the  State  Leg- 
islature to  go  futher  than  the  Federal  Goostitutuon,  or  ta  require  the  exec- 
utive of  any  State  to  withdsaw  protection  from  his  own  people  without  in- 
quiring whether  the  facts  exist  by  which  the  authorities  of  a  distant 
State  acquired  jurisdiction.  Indeed,  the  settled  practice  of  accompaayijag 
every  requisition  with  an  affidavit  setting  forth  that  the  accused  ia  a  fi^- 
tive  shows  that  a  mere  executive  statement  to  that  eSect  is  not  sufficient. 
If  it  be  sufficient,  and  such  statement  be  condusive,  then  the  affidavit 
means  nothing  whatever.  If  the  Governor  making  the  demand  may  bind 
the  Governor  upon  whom  he  makes  it  by  certifying  his  conclusion,  then  it 
is  entirely  unnecessary  to  forward  any  evidence.  But  the  affidavit  is  issued 
in  practice  because  reason  has  always  shown  the  necessity  for  satisfying  tbe 
executive  -of  the  State,  upon  whom  the  demand  is  made,  that  there  is  evi- 
dence to  justify  the  demand.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Maine, 
in  1887,  held  that  the  duty  to  surrender  arose  only  where  the  exccutiTe  of 
the  State  was  **  satisfied  that  suoh  a  citizen  has  fled  from  the  State  making 
the  demand  and  not  otherwise."    6  American  Jurist,  286. 

The  Attorney-General  of  Pennsyl vai^ia  advised  the  Governor  of  that  State, 
that  where  a  -person  departed  from  a  State  wherein  he  was  temporarily 
journing  to  his  ordinary  and  permanent  residence  in  Pennsylvania,  this 
not  fleeing  from  justice  under  the  Constitution  and  acts  of  Congress. 
Lewis*  Cr.  Law,  266. 

In  Bkc  parte  Jomph  SmUh,  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  of  the  Supreme  €k>urt  of 
the  United  States,  directly  held  that  a  certificate  of  the  Qovemor  of  Mis- 
souri, that  Smith  had  fled  to  Illinois  was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  hia  sur- 
render.    3  McLean,  121. 

He  also  held  that  the  recitals  in  the  requisition  could  be  compared  with 
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the  affidavit  on  which  the  requisition  is'sued,  and  that  the  former  could  not 
be  held  to  establish  any  fact  not  embraced  in  the  latter.  It  was  thus  judi- 
cially determined  that  whether  the  accused  was  or  was  not  a  fugitive  from 
justice,  was  a  fact  to  be  established  by  evidence,  and  that  the  certificate  of 
the  Governor  making  the  demand  was  not  conclusive  on  this  point. 

Mr.  Kurd,  in  his  work  on  Habeas  Corpus,  says :  **  There  must  be  an  actual 
fleeing  from  justice,  and  of  this  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  whom  the  de- 
mand is  made,    as  well  as  the  one  making  it,  should  be  satisfied." 

I  am  fully  satisfied  that  it  is  my  bounden  duty  to  inquire  whether  Gaffi- 
gan  and  Merrick  are  fugitives  from  justit:e,  and  surrender  or  refuse  to  sur- 
render them  as  I  find  the  facts  to  be.  For  this  reason  I  have  fully  consid- 
ered all  the  evidence  submitted,  the  substance  'of  which  I  have  already 
stated. 

I  think  it  may  be  fairly  held  that  the  act  of  leaving  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  alleged  homicide  was  some 
evidence  that  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  were  fugitives  from  justice.  That  cir- 
cumstance did  not  raise  any  very  strong  presumption,  however,  as  there  is 
no  evidence  that  they  concealed  their  destination  or  ever  attempted  to  do  so. 
It  does  not  appear  that  they  were  ever  even  charged  with  the  crime  before 
leaving,  the  indictment  being  found  in  March  after  they  left,  and  so  far  as 
appears,  no  proceedings  were  even  commenced  before  any  mfigistrate  with 
a  view  to  their  arrest  or  detention.  But  granting  that  the  single  fact  of 
tlieir  leaving  the  State  soon  after  the  homicide  is  sufficient  evidence  that 
they  were  fugitives  from  justice,  did  that  character  always  adhere  to  them? 

For  nearly  fourteen  years  they  have  been  m  frequent  and  open  communi- 
cation with  their  friends  in  the  place  where  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been 
committed.  During  that  long  period  their  residence  has  been  so  generally 
known  and  so  entirely  unconcealed  that  the  officers  of  justice  could  be  ig- 
norant of  it  only  because  they  made  no  effort  to  find  it  out.  I  am  aware 
that  as  against  the  crime  of  murder  there  is  no  limitation,  but  that  is  not  the 
question.  Does  the  character  of  a  fugitive  from  justice  once  attaching  to  a 
man  never  leave  him  under  any  circumstances?  Can  he  not  purge  that  taint 
by  showing  himself  for  many  years  to  all  the  world  without  disguise  and 
allowing  the  ministers  of  justice  all  proper  means  of  knowing  his  wherea- 
bouts and  prosecuting  him  if  they  so  desire?  Suppose  these  men  had  volun- 
tarily visited  the  place  where  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed, 
and  after  remaining  there  for  a  time  had  returned  to  Illinois,  would  they 
still  be  fugitives  from  justice?  I  think  not.  That  character  would  have 
been  thrown  off.  And  if  so,  may  not  the  same  result  arise  from  many  years 
of  publicity,  free  communication  with  friends,  and  the  entire  absence  of 
concealment?  Such  a  course  is,  in  my  opinion,  equivalent  to  a  voluntary  re- 
turn. 

All  indictments  are  presumed  to  be  seriously  intended,  but  it  frequently 
happens  that  prosecutions  are  instituted  which  the  officers  of  justice,  famil- 
iar with  the  facts,  have  very  little  faith  in.     When  such  prosecutions  are 
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suffered  to  slumber  for  a  number  of  years  in  spite  of  the  facts  that  the 
accused  could  easily  be  found  and  brought  to  trial,  it  is  impossible  to  resist 
the  conclusion  that  no  conviction  was  ever  seriously  expected.  Of  course 
the  Qoyemor  of  the  State  when  applied  to  would  issue  his  requisition,  how- 
ever stale  the  prosecution,  but  the  Governor  on  whom  the  demand  is  made 
is  bound  to  look  into  all  the  facts,  and  afford  reasonable  protection  to  the 
people. 

In  my  opinion  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  are  no  longer  fugitives  from  justice, 
if  they  ever  were  so.  Had  they  concealed  themselves,  or  had  there  beca 
any  difficulty  in  ascertaining  where  they  were,  upon  due  inquiry  by  the 
officers  of  justice,  my  conclusion  would  have  been  wholly  different  But 
I  believe  a  man  may,  by  long  years  of  good  conduct,  and  by  showing  him- 
self to  the  world  without  concealment,  outlive  the  character  of  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  more  particularly  where  the  ministers  of  justice  chai^ 
with  his  apprehension  practically  abandon  the  charge  against  him  for 
nearly  half  the  period  of  human  life. 

I  do  not  deny  that  I  have  carefully  considered  not  only  the  good  charac- 
ter of  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  during  the  last  fourteen  years,  but  also  the 
ties  which  they  have  formed  in  this  State ;  I  have  a  duty  to  perform  toward 
the  citizens  of  Illinois  which  no  law  requires  me  to  overlook.  But  I  hare 
allowed  no  consideration  of  private  hardship  to  control  my  action,  believ- 
ing that  my  conclusions  are  warranted  by  strict  law. 

Believing,  then,  that  neither  positive  law  nor  any  considerations  founded 
upon  justice  require  the  surrender  of  the  men,  I  must  respectfully  refuse  to 
comply  with  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania.  The  wa^ 
rant  heretofore  issued  is  revoked  and  Gaffigan  and  Merrick  ordered  to  he 
discharged. 

(Signed)  S.  M.  CULLOM, 

QmocmoT. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  CASES. 


The  following  cases,  not  considered  in  the  preceding  pages  of  4liis  treatise, 
axe  here  added  in  the  form  of  a  supplement. 

I.  The  Cabb  op  Patrick  W.  Nobton,  31  Albany  Law  Journal,  66. 
This  case  was  recently  examined  by  the  aathor  in  an  article  published  in  the 
Albany  Law  Journal,  which  is  here  reproduced  as  follows  : 

Governor  Cleveland,  on  the  9th  of  December,  1884,  and  in  compliance  with 
an  application  made  to  him,  addressed  a  letter  to  Governor  Pattiaon  of  Penn- 
sylvania, with  the  accompanying  documents,  in  which  he  requested  Governor 
Pattison,  if  consistent  with  his  **  ideas  of  justice  and  executive  power,^'  to 
'*  cause  the  release  "  of  Patrick  W.  Norton,  who  was  then  held  by  the  sheriff 
of  Clearfield  county  on  the  charge  of  crime  committed  therein. 

Governor  Pattison,  on  the  22d  of  December,  1884,  transmitted  a  copy  of  this 
letter,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  to  the  Hon.  David  L.  Erebs,  the  Presi- 
dent Judge  of  the  forty-sixth  judicial  district  in  Pennsylvania,  within  whose 
jurisdiction  Norton  was  held  as  a  prisoner.  In  transmitting  the  letter,  Gover- 
nor  Pattison  made  the  following  statement  to  Judge  Krebs  : 

"  There  is  no  material  dispute  about  the  facts  of  the  case.    Patrick  W.  Nor- 
ton,  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  New  York,  temporarily  sojourning  in  Canada,  was 
decoyed  into  the  State  of  New  York  by  means  of  a  false  and  forged  telegram, 
and  there  arrested  upon  a  warrant  sued  out  in  said  State,  which  directed  him 
to  be  taken  before  a  magistrate  in  Cattaraugus  county  in  said  State.     He  was 
not  taken  before  that  or  any  other  magistrate  upon  that  warrant,  but  was 
carried  forcibly  and  against  his  will  into  this  Commonwealth,  where  another 
'warrant,  sued  out  in  this  Commonwealth,  was  served  upon  him,  under  which 
lie  is  now  detained  in  the  county  of  Clearfield.  These  illegal  proceedings  were 
bad  with  a  full  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  instigators  of  and  participants  in 
the  arrest  that  they  were  illegal,  because  prior  thereto  a  requisition  upon  his 
Sxcellency,  the  Governor  of  New  York,  for  the  arrest  and  delivery  of  Patrick 
W.  Norton,  had  been  applied  for  to  me,  and  by  me  refused.    No  warrant  had 
been  g-ranted  to  anybody  by  anybody  to  convey  him  from  the  State  of  New 
york  into  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  and  Patrick  W.  Norton,  who 
inras  tbe  only  person  who  could  waive  the  forms  of  law  for  this  purpose,  not 
only  refused  to  do  so,  but  protested  against,  and  vigorously  resisted,  the  at- 
tempt to  convey  him  out  of  the  State  of  New  York.    His  Excellency,  the 
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Goveraor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  haa  characterized  it  as  a  case  of  ontngeou 
kidnapping.  There  is  no  power  vested  in  me,  as  Governor  of  this  Common, 
wealth,  to  order  the  discharge  of  this  prisoner ;  and  I  do  not  apprehend  thit 
his  Ezoellencj,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  so  thought.  He  has 
simply  chosen  the  ezecative  department  of  this  Commonwealth  as  the  dviik- 
nel  through  which  to  commnnicate  with  the  court  of  the  district  in  which  the 
prisoner  is  detained.  *  *  *  I  do  therefore  most  respectfully  and  earuMtly 
request  that  you  cause  the  release  of  the  prisoner,  Patrick  W.  Norton."  (The 
Albany  Argus,  December  25,  1884.) 

Such  are  the  material  facts  of  this  case  as  set  forth  in  the  letter  of  Governor 
Pattison  to  Judge  Krebs.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  statement  that  there 
was  any  essential  defect  or  illegality  in  the  warrant,  issued  in  Pennsylva&k, 
under  which  Norton  was  held  by  the  sheriff  of  Clearfield  county.  Had  sach 
been  the  fact  this  of  itself  would  have  been  a  sufficient  reason  for  his  die- 
charge.  The  difficulty  relating  to  his  arrest  and  detention,  If  any  existed  at 
all,  grew  out  of  facts  preceding  that  arrest  and  detention,  and  occurring  in 
another  State,  which  facts  furnished  the  reason  for  Governor  Cleveland's  re> 
quest  to  Governor  Pattison,  and  in  part  the  reason  for  the  letter  of  the  latter 
to  Judge  Krebs. 

Judge  Krebs,  upon  the  receipt  of  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  papers, 
ordered  a  writ  of  fuxbeaa  corpus  to  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  GommafMoeaJHK 
eoi  rel.  Norton,  v.  R.  N.  Shaw,  sherifiF  of  Clearfield  county,  Pennsylvania,  com- 
manding  the  sheriff  to  produce  the  body  of  Norton  before  the  court  on  theSlst 
of  December,  1884,  to  the  end  that  **  the  two  questions  of  fact  involved  in  the 
demand  of  the  Governor  of  New  York  for  the  release  of  Norton  "  —  namely, 
"  the  citizenship"  of  Norton  in  that  State,  and  "  the  illegal  arrest  or  kidnap- 
ping, as  it  was  denominated  "  —  "  might  be  investigated.*' 

The  proof  at  the  hearing  of  the  case  established  the  facts  as  above  stated, 
with  the  additional  fact  that  a  bill  of  indictment  against  Norton  had  bees 
found  by  the  grand  jury,  charging  him  with  conspiracy  to  cheat  ajid  defiaod 
his  creditors.     It  was  contended  at  the  hearing  that  Norton's  arrest  and  for- 
cible removal  from  the  State  of  New  York  were  an  indignity  to  that  State,  and 
that  under  the  law  of  comity  between  sovereign  States,  this  wrong,  at  the  de- 
mand of  the  Governor  of  New  York,  ought  to  be  redressed  by  the  dischaige 
of  the  prisoner.    It  was  on  the  other  hand  claimed  that  in  the  absence  of  aay 
legislation  by  Congress  giving  the  right,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
York  had  no  legal  right  to  make  such  a  demand,  and  that  there  was  no  lav 
which  "  required  the  release  of  one  under  indictment  for  a  violation  of  tba 
laws  of  the  State  or  sovereignty  by  which  he  was  held,  upon  the  demand  ot 
the  chief  executive  of  the  State  or  sovereignty  from  which  he  had   been  ab- 
ducted." 

Judge  Krebs,  in  his  deliverance,  presented  and  discussed  several  legal  prop- 
ositions,  which,  being  summarily  stated,  are  as  follows  : 

(1.)  That  the  power  to  consider  and  determine  the  question  of  IVorton's  z«- 
lease  is  exclusively  vested  in  the  courts  of  the  district  in  which  lie  was  held, 
and  consequently  the  Gk>vemor  of  the  State  has  no  Jaiisdiction  to  exerase  ii 
the  premises. 
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(3.)  That  although  "the  prisoner  was  a  fagitive  from  joBtioe,  having  fled 
from  Pennsylvania  to  New  York/'  still  the  qaestion  to  he  considered  does  not 
arise  ander  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  which  declares  that  '*  a  person 
charged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from 
justice  and  be  found  in  another  State,  shall  on  demand  of  the  executive  au- 
thority of  the  State  from  which  he  fled  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the 
State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."  (Art.  4,  §  2.)  Norton  was  not  brought 
into  the  State  under  this  provision,  or  under  ^he  act  of  February  12,  1798. 
(1  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  802.)  The  demand  for  his  release  came  from  "  the 
Governor  of  the  asylum  State,"  to  which  he  had  fled,  from  which  he  was  ille- 
gally removed,  and  of  which  he  was  a  citizen.  His  removal  to  Pennsylvania 
was  not  a  case  of  extradition  at  all  under  color  of  the  authority  of  law,  and 
was  not  a  voluntary  coming  to  that  State,  but  was  simply  kidnapping  by  force 
and  violence. 

(3.)  That  the  method  of  this  removal  constitutes  a  crime  at  common  law,  and 
by  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York.  (Penal  Code,  §  211 ;  and  jffaddm 
V.  People,  25  N.  Y.  373.) 

(4.)  That  the  question  to  be  determined  is  "  one  of  comity  between  the  State 
of  New  York  and  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,"  and  that  under  the  law  of  com- 
ity, Norton  having  been  seized  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  and  forcibly  removed  from  their  protection,  and  brought  into  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  ought  upon  the  demand  of  the  Governor  of  the  former  State, 
to  be  released  from  a  custody  that  would  otherwise  have  been  lawful.  In 
regard  to  this  x>oint  Judge  Erebs  said : 

"  But  in  this  case  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York  have  been  violated, 
aside  from  the  invasion  of  the  territory.    Shall  it  be  said  then  that  a  court, 
sitting  to  administer  and  vindicate  the  law  in  this  case,  shall  close  its  eyes  to 
the  violation  of  th|)  law  by  which  the  prisoner  is  brought  within  its  jurisdiction  ? 
That  the  ends  to  be  accomplished  justify  the  means  employed  cannot  and  ought 
not  to  become  a  maxim  of  legal  jurisprudence.    To  deny  this  demand  for  the 
release  of  this  prisoner  would  be  to  encourage  the  violation  of  that  comity 
which  does  now,  and  ought  always  to  exist  between  adjoining  States  in  this 
^▼emment.     It  would  be,  in  our  judgment,  a  precedent  full  of  evil  conse- 
quences to  the  citizen  in  his  right  to  be  secure  in  his  liberty."    (The  Albany 
Argus,  January  6, 1885.) 

It  was  in  the  light  of  these  considerations  that  Judge  Krebs  ordered  the 
discharge  of  Norton.  He  regarded  the  State  of  New  York,  from  whose  ter- 
ritory one  of  its  citizens  had  been  kidnapped,  as  virtually  speaking  through 
it8  chief  executive  magistrate  to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  as  acting  through 
its  judicial  authority,  and  treated  the  case  as  one  in  which  the  law  of  comity 
should  prevail,  rather  than  the  local  law  of  Pennsylvania  which  Norton  was 
cliarg>ed  with  having  violated,  and  under  which  he  was  held  as  a  prisoner. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  that  before  the  interposition  and  request  of  the  Gover- 
nor of  the  State  of  New  York,  Norton  had  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Clearfield  county,  and  at  the  hearing 
oflTered  to  show  the  manner  of  his  arrest  and  detention  as  a  reason  why  he 
alio  aid  be  discharged,  and  that  this  ofier  was  overruled  and  the  prisoner  re- 
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man'ded  to  custody.  Two  resBons  were  aasigiied  for  overroling  this  offer. 
One  was  that  "  a  fugitive  from  jaatice  cannot  on  his  own  demand  be  set  free 
because  he  was  arrested  in  an  illegal  manner; "  and  the  other  was  the  fact  th&t 
"  the  Governor  of  New  York  did  not  demand  his  release."  The  court  said . 
'*  There  is  no  offer  to  show  that  the  Governor  of  New  York  is  here  demaLding 
the  custody  of  one  of  his  citizens ,  and  in  the  absence  pf  that,  we  think  we  will 
hold  him."  At  the  second  hearing  there  was  such  a  demand  with  the  lesaU 
as  above  stated. 

The  only  case  parallel  to  this  is  that  of  DotDi^  reported  in  18  Penn.  St  S7. 
The  facts  are  as  follows  : 

Dows  was,  by  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  demanded  of  the  Ctovemor  of 
Michigan  as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  former  State.  The  latter  Qover* 
nor  issued  his  warrant  for  his  arrest  and  surrender  to  the  authorities  of  Penn- 
sylvania. He  was  not  however  arrested  under  this  warrant,  but  was  sevxedax 
Detroit  by  officers  of  the  steamboat  *'  Ocean/'  when  on  board  of  that  boat,  and 
was  then  carried  to*  Erie  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  there  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  of  Erie  county,  and  thence  conveyed  to  Pittsburg  and  lodged  Id  jail. 
The  officers  qf  the  steamboat  at  the  time  of  the  arrest  had  no  warrant  in  their 
hands  authorizing  the  arrest,  and  the  sheriff  of  E!rle  county  was  also  withoct 
any  warrant  for  holding  Dows  in  custody.  The  whole  proceeding  was  conse- 
quently without  any  legal  authority. 

Dows  sued  out  a  writ  of  Juibeas  corpus  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsjl- 
vania,  claiming  a  discharge  because  of  the  defect  in  the  mode  of  his  original 
arrest  at  Detroit.  The  court  however  held  as  follows  :  '*  In  the  case  of  the 
escape  of  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  this  State  to  Michigan,  after  having  been 
charged  in  this  State,  by  indictment,  with  forgery,  his  arrest  in  the  latter  Su:e. 
without  legal  authority  by  those  who  made  it,  will  not  entitle  the  prisoner  to 
discharge  before  prosecution,  his  release  not  being  demanded  by  the  exeentire 
of  Michigan." 

Chief  Justice  Gibson,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this   case,  said 
"  Had  the  prisoner's  release  been  demanded  by  the  executive  of  Michigan,  ve 
would  have  been  bound  to  set  him  at  large."    There  being  no  such  demani 
Dows  was  remanded  to  custody. 

The  following  legal  proposition  is  then  affirmed  by  the  opinion  of  C3uef 
Justice  Gibson  in  the  case  of  Dows,  and  by  the  actual  ruling  of  Judge  Kre^ 
in  the  case  of  Norton  :  That,  where  a  party  has  been  kidnapped  in  one  Stay. 
and  forcibly  removed  therefrom  into  another  State,  and  is  in  the  latter  Suv 
held  in  custody  on  the  charge  of  crime  against  its  laws,  and  the  Qt>Teraor  cf 
the  State  from  which  he  was  thus  abducted  demands  his  release,  it  ia  the  duty 
of  a  competent  court,  within  whose  jurisdiction  the  party  is  held,  after  d'Jr 
inquiring  into  the  case  and  ascertaining  this  state  of  facts,  to  comply  wiih  '^^ 
demand  and  discharge  the  prisoner.  This  is  precisely  what  Judg^  Krebs  dL* 
in  the  case  of  Norton,  and  what  Chief  Justice  Gibson  says  that  the  cour.  i 
**  bound"  to  do  in  such  a  case. 

There  is  no  statute  law,  whether  by  Congress  or  by  State  aathority,  tit^ 
sustains  this  proposition.  It  is  purely  judge-made  law,  reating^  upon  t:.- 
authority  of  courts  and  upon  the  reasons  in  its  favor.     These  lesMemsba^' 
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their  buis  in  what  ifl  called  the  law  of  comity  between  aoyereign  and  inde- 
pendent States.  The  States  composing  the  United  States  are  thus  sovereign 
and  independent,  except  as  limited  by  the  Federal  Coostitntlon.  {Buckn&r  v. 
Finley,  2  Pet.  586 ;  Bhode  Idand  ▼.  Maaioehtuetti,  12  id.  657, 720 ;  Lane  Cmniy 
V.  Oregon,  7  Wall.  71.  76 ;  and  CoUeckyr  v.  Day,  11  id.  118. 125.) 

Each  of  these  States,  except  as  limited  by  the  O)nstitation,  has  a  complete 
and  exclusiye  jurisdiction  over  its  own  territory  and  over  all  the  inhabitants 
thereof.  It  is  the  daty  of  each  State,  within  the  sphere  of  its  powers,  to  pro- 
tect its  own  citizens  in  the  peaceful  enjoyment  of  their  rights.  Chief  Justice 
Gibson  said,  in  the  case  of  Dows,  rupraf  that  "  a  sovereign  State  is  doubtless 
bound  to  fight  the  battle  of  its  citizen  when  he  has  a  just  quarrel." 

If  the  territory  of  a  State  has  been  invaded,  and  one  of  its  citizens  has  been 

violently  and  unlawfully  removed  therefrom  and  carried  by  force  into  another 

State,  and  is  there  held  in  custody,  then  the  former  State  is  bound  to  interpose 

for  the  relief  of  the  party  thus  abducted  from  the  protection  of  its  laws ;  and 

if  it  shall  do  so,  then  the  law  of  comity,  as  understood  by  Chief  Justice  Gibson 

and  Judge  Erebs,  requires  the  latter  State  to  release  the  abducted  party,  even 

though  he  may  be  held  therein  under  a  criminal  Indictment,  and  give  him  the 

opportunity  of  returning  to  the  jurisdiction  from  which  he  was  thus  removed. 

This  would  be  the  rule  of  comity  as  between  Independent  nations  in  such  a  case; 

and  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  equally  apply  as  between  the  States  of 

this  Union,  especially  when  we  remember  that  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 

United  States  supply  a  lawful  mode  for  the  capture  and  delivery  of  persons 

who  having  committed  offenses  in  one  State,  have  fled  to  another  State.     It 

would,  to  the  very  last  degree,  be  inexpedient  for  the  States  to  countenance 

any  method  of  capture,  except  the  one  provided  for  by  law. 

The  general  principle,  so  often  asserted  by  courts,  that  where  a  party  is 
actually  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  there  properly  charged  with  crime,  the 
court  may  proceed  to  try  and  punish  him,  if  found  guilty,  without  any  refer- 
ence to  the  manner  of  his  capture,  is  then  not  absolutely  and  universally  true, 
but  is  subject  to  the  qualification  imposed  by  the  law  of  comity.  If  this  party 
has  been  kidnapped  in  another  State,  and  thus  brought  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  and  if  the  proper  authorities  of  that  State  demand  his  release, 
then,  according  to  Chief  Justice  Gibson  and  Judge  Krebs,  the  principle  does 
not  hold  true.  The  law  of  comity  between  States  suspends  the  principle  in 
sacb  cases  and  supplies  another  rule  for  the  government  of  the  court.  The 
principle,  in  its  application,  is  qualified  by  this  law. 

There  is  another  qualificAtion  of  this  principle,  which,  though  not  always  re- 
cognized by  courts,  rests,  as  we  believe,  on  an  equally  valid  ground.  If  a  party, 
on  the  charge  of  a  specific  crime,  has,  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States,  been  extradited  from  one  State  of  the  Union  to  another, 
then  the  State  demanding  the  fugitive  criminal  from  another  State,  and  on  the 
basis  of  this  demand  and  charge  of  a  specific  crime  receiving  such  criminal 
from  that  State,  is  bound  in  good  faith  and  honor,  to  limit  the  exercise  of  its 
jaiisdiction  over  the  party  to  the  purpose  set  forth  at  the  time  of  the  demand, 
until  such  party  shall  have  had  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  withdraw  there- 
fzom,  unless  subsequently  to  his  extradition  he  shall  have  committed  an 
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oflfonse  against  the  laws  of  such  State.    This  party  was  by  the  &ollTeriog 
State  arrested  and  surrendered  to  the  demanding  State,  and  thu  tmught 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter,  for  a  specific  purpose  stated  and  defiiied 
at  the  time  of  the  surrender,  and  for  no  other  porpose ;  and  if  the  demaodiog 
and  receiving  State,  having  thus  obtained  the  possession  and  custody  ot  tb« 
party,  shall  proceed  to  deal  with  him  for  some  other  crime  than  the  one  Bped. 
fled,  or  detain  him  under  a  process  in  a  civil  action,  it  will  be  goilty  o(  i 
breach  of  faith  as  1>etween  the  States  that  were  the  parties  to  the  extraditioQ. 
The  State  that  takes  this  course,  after  obtaining  possession  of  the  fugitive, 
gives  the  lie  to  its  own  declaration ;  and  if  at  the  time  of  seeking  the  poeaes- 
sion  it  meant  to  do  so,  then  it  meant  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  the  delivering 
State.    If  the  course  was  simply  an  after-thought,  then  the  breach  ol  luth 
would  not  be  the  less  real. 

It  is  true  that  the  Constitution  does  not  in  express  words  declare  theex«fn.p- 
tion  of  the  extradited  party  from  any  other  cause  of  detention  or  trial  Uub 
that  for  which  he  was  extradited.    Yet  if  this  be  fairly  implied,  then  it  Ib  m 
authoritative  as  it  would  be  if  expressly  stated.    We  think  it  is  implied.  Ths 
party  demanded  and  required  to  be  delivered  up  must  be  charged  with  crinie 
as  a  fundamental  condition  of  the  right  to  make  the  demand,  and  of  the  obli- 
gation of  delivery.    The  charge  of  crime  is  the  legal  declaration  of  the  de- 
manding State,  made  beforehand,  as  to  the  specific  purpose  for  which  it  ^ 
mands  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  a  person  in  another  State,  otherwise  entitlai 
to  the  protection  of  its  laws.    It  is  the  charge  of  a  particular  crime,  as  forger;, 
theft  or  murder,  sufficiently  set  forth  in  its  material  facts  to  constitute  a  1^ 
accusation.     It  is  on  the  basis  of  the  crime  charged,  and  not  of  some  oUmt 
crime  not  charged,  and  not  that  of  a  general  criminality,  that  the  party,  being 
demanded,  is  to  be  delivered  up  and  removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdietioa 
of  that  crime.      The  whole  provision,  in  both  the  Constitution  and  the  Uv 
of  Congress,  relates  to  this  crime,  and  this  only. 

To  extradite  a  man  on  the  charge  of  forgery,  and  then  proceed  to  tiy  hin 
on  that  of  theft,  is  not  within  the  just  and  fair  meaning  of  the  oonotitutioaai 
provision.  It  is  not  within  the  intent  of  the  provision.  It  looka  far  more  lik& 
a  violation  of  that  intent.  It  is  entirely  difibrent  from  what  was  profeesed  by 
one  State  and  understood  by  another  State  at  the  time  of  the  demand  a&i 
surrender.  The  fact  that  the  party  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  demand- 
ing State,  and  there  charged  with  the  crime  of  theft,  does  not,  in  view  of  t^ 
circumstances  which  brought  him  there,  change  the  case.  He  waa  exitxaditti 
for  forgery,  and  not  theft. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan,  in  The  Matter  of  Frank  CanTion,  47  Mid. 
481,  held  that  the  prisoner  who  had  been  extradited  to  that  State  from  Eaofls 
on  the  charge  of  seduction,  and  whom  it  was  proposed  to  hold  &nd  try  on  tb*- 
of  bastardy,  after  the  seduction  charge  was  abandoned,  could  not  be  lawf al; 
thus  held  and  tried,  and  on  this  ground  discharged  the  prisoner.  Tlie  coun 
have  not  always  takeu  this  view ;  yet  it  is  the  better  view  in  tbe  li^ht  of  tb 
constitutional  provision. 

Judge  Cooley,  who  is  one  of  the  most  eminent  jurists  of  this  oountty,  spcsb 
in  regard  to  this  point  as  follows  : 
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"  To  obtain  the  Borrender  of  a  man  on  one  charge,  and  then  put  him  upon 
trial  on  another,  is  a  groes  abuse  of  the  constitational  compact.  We  believe 
it  to  be  a  violation  also  of  legal  principles.  It  is  a  general  role  that  where 
a  man  is  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  for  one  purpose,  his  presence  shall 
not  be  taken  advantage  of  to  subject  him  to  legal  demands  and  legal  restraint 
for  another  purpose.  The  legal  privileges  from  arrest,  when  one  is  in  the  per- 
formance of  a  legal  duty  away  from  his  home,  rest  upon  this  rule,  and  they 
are  merely  the  expressions  of  reasonable  exemption  from  unfair  advantages. 
The  reason  of  the  rule  applies  to  these  [extradition]  cases.  It  should  be  held, 
as  it  recently  has  been  in  Kentucky,  that  the  fugitive  surrendered  on  one 
charge  is  exempt  from  prosecution  on  any  other.  He  is  within  the  State  by 
compulsion  of  law  upon  a  single  accusation.  He  has  a  right  to  have  that  dis- 
posed of,  and  then  to  depart  in  peace."  (Princeton  Bevieto  for  January,  1879, 
p.  176.) 

The  doctrine  of  Judge  Gooley,  and  of  the  text  writers  on  the  subject  of  ex- 
tradition,  is  that  the  possession  and  custody  of  a  party  acquired  thereby  are 
to  be  limited  in  the  use  thereof  to  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  acquired, 
and  that  when  this  purpose  has  been  gained  the  party  is  entitled  to  "  depart 
in  peace,"  without  molestation  or  hindrance  by  other  legal  processes  that  are 
inconsistent  with  this  right.  This  doctrine  holds  true  whether  the  extradition 
be  international  or  inter-State,  except  where  it  is  otherwise  expressly  provided 
by  treaty  or  by  law.  There  is  no  such  difference  between  these  forms  of  ex- 
tradition as  to  make  the  doctrine  applicable  to  the  one,  but  not  to  the  other. 
They  are  essentially  analogous  in  the  fundamental  principles  involved. 

The  general  rule  of  law  which  affirms  that  a  party  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  court,  and  there  duirged  with  crime,  may  be  held  and  tried  for  any  crime 
legally  charged  against  him,  or  detained  for  any  other  legal  purpose,  is  then 
subject  to  modification  in  at  least  two  classes  of  cases. 

The  first  class  embraces  the  cases  in  which  a  party  has  been  kidnapped  in 
one  State  and  forcibly  removed  into  another,  and  in  the  latter  State  is  restrained 
of  his  liberty  on  a  criminal  charge,  or  for  other  cause,  and  in  which  the  chief 
executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  was  thus  removed  *  demands 
his  release.  The  law  of  comity  between  States  prevails  in  such  a  case,  and 
makes  his  further  detention  unlawf uL 

The  second  class  embraces  the  cases  in  which  a  party  has  been  extradited 
from  one  State  to  another,  and  in  the  latter  State  is  restrained  of  his  liberty, 
for  a  reason  other  than  that  which  was  the  basis  of  his  extradition.  The 
eflsenti^  principles  of  extradition,  the  law  of  good  faith  between  the  States  of 
the  Union,  and  the  natural  implication  from  the  words  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  alike  declare  the  restraint  to  be  unlawful ;  and  hence  the 
party  is  entitled  to  be  discharged  therefrom,  and  held  only  on  the  diarge  for 
which  he  was  extradited,  without  a  demand  for  his  release  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State  from  which  he  was  extradited.  It  is  not  necessary  for  his  felease 
that  such  a  demand  should  be  made.  The  onlawfulneM  of  the  restraint  is 
itself  a  sufficient  reason  why  he  should  be  dischazged. 
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II.  The  Statb  of  Nobth  Cabolika  «.  Pbrbt,  22  Albany  Latt  Jourhal, 
513.  This  case  was  considered  apd  determined  by  Chief  Justice  Cartter,  of 
the  Supreme  Coart  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  on  a  requisition  addresaed  to 
him  hy  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  for  the  deliveiy  of  Samuel 
L.  Perry,  alleged  to  be  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  that  State.  The  powm 
and  duties  of  the  Chief  Justice  were,  under  section  843  of  the  Revised  Statntes 
of  the  United  States,  relating  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  similar  to  thoeeo{ 
State  Governors  under  like  circumstances. 

The  charge  of  crime  against  Perry  was  in  the  form  of  an  indictment  foaod 
by  a  grand  jury  in  North  Carolina ;  and  a  duly  certified  copy  of  this  indictment 
accompanied  the  demand  made  by  the  Governor  of  that  State.  On  the 
basis  of  the  papers  presented  to  him,  the  Chief  Justice  ordered  the  arre«t 
of  the  accused  party  ;  but,  before  actual  delivery  to  the  agent  of  North  Caro- 
lina, he  heard  au  argument  from  counsel  on  both  sides.  The  substance  ol 
the  opinion,  expressed  by  the  Chief  Justice,  is  continued  in  the  following  prop, 
ositions : 

(1.)  That,  in  the  rendition  of  fugitives  from  justice  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  executive  of  the  jurisdiction  demanding 
the  fugitive,  and  that  of  the  jurisdiction  where  he  is  found,  stand  co-eqaal. 
and  are  to  exercise  their  authority  in  the  protection  of  the  laws  of  their  re- 
spective jurisdictions,  and  of  the  citizens  thereof. 

(2.)  That  the  delivering  up  of  a  fugitive,  by  an  executive  from  whom  he  is 
demanded,  is  a  discretionary  duty,  to  be  exercised  within  authority  and  right, 
and  to  be  governed  by  law. 

(3.)  That  an  executive  from  whom  a  fugitive  is  demanded  can,  in  determining 
whether  such  fugitive  shall  be  delivered  up,  go  no  further  than  t6  examice 
whether,  in  the  afSdavit  or  indictment  transmitted  by  the  demanding  execu- 
tive as  a  part  of  the  record,  a  crime  is  substantially  charged. 

The  Chief  Justice  rejected  alike  the  theory  which  claims  that  the  duty  to  be 
performed  by  the  delivering  executive  is  '*  a  mere  ministerial  duty,  the  duty 
of  a  clerk,  and  not  a  duty  involving  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  dlscretioo," 
and  also  the  theory  which  submits  the  whole  question  to  the  mere  *'  arbitrary 
will "  of  the  executive,  unregulated  by  law.  Neither  of  these  extreme  posi- 
tions, in  his  view,  presented  the  truth.  The  delivering  executive  la  to  exer- 
cise discretion,  judgment  and  reason,  but  always  within  the  limitations  pre- 
scribed by  law,  and  in  conformity  therewith.  He  has  a  right  to  examine  th« 
papers  that  constitute  the  record  of  the  case,  and  ascertain  whether  a  crime  is 
substantially  charged  therein. 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  delivering  executive  may  inquire  into  "  the 
technical  requisites  of  the  pleadings,"  or  "  into  matters  of  defense,"  as  if  the 
party  were  actually  on  trial,  the  Chief  Justice  was  of  opinion  that  this  is  be- 
yond the  legitimate  province  of  the  delivering  executive,  and  belong  to  the 
jurisdiction  demanding  the  fugitive.  It  is  enough  for  the  purpose  of  deUveiy 
if  the  executive  is  satisfied,  from  an  inspection  of  the  record,  that  a  crime 
is  therein  substantially  charged.    He  is  not  to  assume  the  judicial  fnnetioafi 
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which  are  appropriate  to  a  trial  of  the  aociued,  and  which  belong  to  another 
jorisdiction. 

It  1b  worthy  of  note  that  Chief  Jostice  Gartter  didnot  in  this  case  discuss  the 
question  whether^the  party,  charged  with  crime,  is  also  shown  to  be  a  fugitive 
from  the  justice  of  the  demanding  State,  and  to  have  taken  refuge  in  the  State 
from  which  he  is  demanded.  He  confined  his  observations  entirely  to  the 
question  whether  the  party  is  sufficiently  charged  with  crime,  and  to  the 
powers  and  duty  of  the  executive  to  whom  the  demand  is  addressed,  with  ref- 
erence to  that  question.  And  yet  the  fact  of  an  actual  flight  from  justice, 
*  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  is  as  really  a  material 
part  of  the  case  as  the  fact  that  the  party  has  been  properly  charged  with 
crime,  or  that  his  delivery  has  been  demanded  by  the  executive  of  the  State 
or  Territory  from  which  he  fled.  The  case  intended  by  the  Constitution  is  not 
made  out  until  all  its  jurisdictional  elements  are  shown  to  be  present.  The 
question  as  to  the  flight  of  the  accused  party  does  not  seem  to  have  been  a  mat- 
ter of  dispute  in  this  case,  and  was  not  made  the  subject  of  any  comment  in 
the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Cartter. 

III.  Thb-  Case  of  In  bb  Milbs,  52  Vt.  609.  Miles  was,  on  an  indictment 
charging  him  with  the  crime  of  burglary,  committed  in  Washington  county  in 
Vermont,  demanded  by  the  Governor  of  that  State,  of  the  Gk)vernor  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  as  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  former  State.  The 
latter  Governor,  in  answer  to  this  requisition,  issued  his  warrant  for  the 
arrest  of  Miles,  and  the  sheriff  arrested  him  in  the  city  of  New  York  and  held 
him  in  custody.  Proceedings  in  habects  corpus  were  then  instituted,  in  his 
behalf,  before  a  judge  of  that  city,  and  resulted  in  a  refusal  to  discharge  the 
prisoner.  Thereupon  a  writ  of  certiarajri  was  issued,  and  the  case  was  brought 
befoi^B  another  court  for  a  revision  of  that  decision,  and  an  order  of  stay  was 
made  on  the  sheriff  who  held  the  prisoner  in  custody.  This  order  was  dis- 
charged  by  still  another  judge  while  the  certiorari  was  yet  pending ;  and 
Miles  was  then  delivered  by  the  sheriff  to  the  agent  of  the  State  of  Vermont, 
and,  being  removed  to  that  State,  he  was  there  arrested  by  the  sheriff  of  Wash- 
ington county,  in  which  the  crime  was  charged  to  have  been  committed,  on  a 
warrant  issued  on  the  basis  of  the  indictment,  and  committed  to  prison  to  await 
his  trial  on  the  indictment. 

A  writ  of  Tutbeas  corpus  was  then  sued  out  in  Vermont,  and  the  release  of 
the  prisoner  claimed  on  the  ground  that  the  discharge  of  the  order  of  stay 
upon  the  sheriff  in  the  city  of  New  York  was  procured  by  fraud.  A  copy  of 
the  record  of  the  proceedings,  showing  the  discharge  of  this  order,  was  pro- 
duced before  the  court.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  in  the  light  of  these 
facts,  held  as  follows  : 

(1.)  That  the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest  and  detention  in  that  State  was  un- 
affected by  the  means  employed  to  bring  the  relator  within  the  reach  of  the 
process  in  the  State. 

(2.)  That  the  record,  showing  the  dischaige  of  the  order,  ooold  not  be  im- 
peached in  such  a  proceeding  by  evidence  aliund&, 
92 
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(3.)  That  as  the  leqaiflition  and  the  order  for  arrest  and  eztradiUon  in  New 
York  were  pursuant  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  prtv 
ceedings  for  habeots  corpus  in  and  under  the  laws  of  New  York  could  not  affect 
the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest  and  detention  in  this  State. 

The  court  in  the  first  of  these  propositions  referred  to,  and  suhstantially 
affirmed,  the  doctrine  stated  in  Brewster  ▼.  The  8kUe,  7  Vt.  118,  which  was  to 
the  effect  that  when  a  party  is  within  the  jurisdiction  and  there  arrested  on  a 
criminal  charge,  the  means  by  which  he  was  brought  there  are  matters  of  no 
legal  consequence,  so  far  as  the  right  to  detain  and  try  him  is  concerned. 
This  doctrine,  though  true  as  a  general  principle,  ought  to  be  taken  with  the 
qualifications  stated  in  the  Case  of  Norton^  supra. 

Moreover,  there  was  no  necessity,  in  the  light  of  the  second  and  third  propo- 
sitions, for  affirming  the  first  proposition  in  order  to  justify  the  arrest  and  de- 
tention of  Miles  in  Vermont.  He  was  there  arrested  on  a  warrant  based  upon 
an  indictment  charging  him  with  burglary.  He  was  brought  to  Vermont  by 
proceedings  in  extradition,  and  these  proceedings  were  in  pursuance  of  and  con- 
formity with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  This  being  true, 
it  was  a  matter  of  no  consequence  what  TiabeoLS  corpus  proceedings  may  have 
been  had,  under  the  local  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  especially  when  the 
prisoner  had  not  by  any  such  proceedings  been  discharged.  The  claim  that 
the  discharge  of  the  order  of  stay  upon  the  sheriff  had  been  procured  by  fraud 
was  contradicted  by  a  copy  of  the  record  which  showed  the  discharge  of  this 
order  ;  and  this  record,  as  the  court  very  properly  held,  could  not,  in  the  pend- 
ing proceedings,  be  impeached  by  evidence  cUiunde, 

There  was  then  really  nothing  in  the  Case  of  Miles,  as  it  stood  before  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  other  than  that  of  a  party  restrained  of  his  liberty 
under  a  lawful  arrest  and  detention  in  that  State,  which  party,  as  a  f agitiye 
from  justice,  had  been  brought  to  the  State  by  a  lawful  extradition.  He  had 
not  been  kidnapped,  and  there  was  no  attempt  to  hold  him  by  a  process  in  a 
civil  action,  and  no  design  to  put  him  on  trial  or  detain  him  for  any  offense 
other  than  that  for  which  he  had  been  lawfully  extradited.  The  question 
considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  in  The  Matter  ofFraTik  Cannohy 
47  Mich.  481,  was  not  before  the  court  at  all. 

IV.  The  Statb  v.  Swofb,  72  Mo.  399.  The  arrest  in  this  case  waa  osten- 
sibly made  under  the  authority  given  in  section  5706  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri,  which  provides  as  follows  : 

"  Whenever  any  person  within  this  State  shall  be  charged,  on  oath  or 
affirmation  of  any  credible  witness  before  any  judge  or  justice  of  a  oouTt  of 
record  or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  with  the  commission  of  any  crime  in  any  other 
State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  fled  from  justice,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  judge  or  justice  to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  apprehenaion  ol 
the  party  charged." 

The  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  in  regard  to  this  statntoiy 

provision  is  the  following  :   "  The  complaint  required  by  section  5706  of  the 

Bevised  Statutes,  to  be  filed  before  a  warrant  can  be  issued  for  the  arrest  of  a 

person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  from  another  State,  must  show  that  he  has 

been  guilty  of  some  crime  against  the  laws  of  that  State ;  and  this  may  be 

either  by  direct  averment  or  by  stating  facts  which  constitute  a  crime  at  eom- 
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mon  law.  If  there  be  do  direct  averment  of  a  crime,  and  the  facta  stated  do 
not  constitate  one  at  common  law  (as,  for  example,  the  obtaining  money  under 
false  pretenses),  the  officer  acquires  no  jurisdiction  and  his  warrant  will  be 
void,  A  statement  that  the  act  was  committed  feloniously  and  against  the 
peace  and  dignity  of  the  State  where  it  occurred  will  not  be  sufficient." 

It  was  further  held  in  this  case  that  "a  recognizance  given  by  one  in 
custody  under  an  illegal  warrant,  is  involuntary  and  cannot  be  enforced  against 
him  or  his  sureties." 

V.  TuLUB  V.  Fleming,  Adm'r,  69  Ind.  15.  This  was  a  case  of  extradition 
from  Ohio  upon  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Indiana.  The  doctrine  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  as  given  in  the  syllabus  of  the  case,  is  the 
following  : 

(1.)  That  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  another  State,  accompanied  by 
a  copy  of  an  affidavit  charging  a  party  with  the  commission  of  a  certain  act, 
and  with  the  authenticated  certificate  of  such  Governor  that  said  act  constitutes 
a  crime  under  the  laws  of  said  State,  makes  a  prima  facie  showing  that  such 
party  is  charged  with  a  crime  in  said  State  and  authorizes  his  arrest  in  this 
State. 

(2.)  That  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  warrant  shall  be  issued  for  a  fugitive 
upon  the  charge  against  him,  before  his  return  can  be  demanded  from  the 
State  or  Territory  to  which  he  may  have  fled.  It  is  the  indictment  or  affidavit, 
and  not  the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  which  constitutes  the  charge  against  a 
fugitive,  upon  which  his  return  can  be  required. 

(3.)  That  where  a  fugitive  from  another  State  has  been  arrested  by  a  sheriff 
of  a  county  in  this  State,  upon  a  warrant  of  the  Governor  of  this  State,  and 
sues  out  a  writ  of  Tiabeaa  corpus  before  a  circuit  judge  of  this  State,  such  judge 
has  no  authority  to  pass  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  charging  the  crime 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  where  it  was  filed,  where  such  laws  were  not  be- 
fore such  judge  at  the  hearing. 

YI.  BROwmNO  V.  Abrahb,  51  How.  Pr.  172.  This  case  came  before  Judge 
Barrett  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  the  first  judicial  department. 
The  accused  party  was  extradited  from  California  upon  an  indictment  for 
grand  larceny,  and  being  brought  to  the  dty  of  New  York,  he  was  there  tried 
and  acquitted.  After  his  acquittal,  he  was  arrested  in  a  civil  action  brought 
by  the  persons  who  had  procured  his  extradition. 

Jadge  Barrett,  citing  the  case  of  Adriance,  AppeUant,  v.  Lagrave,  69  N.  Y. 
110,  held  that  "  where  a  defendant  is  extradited  from  another  State  on  an  in- 
dictment for  grand  larceny,  and  is  tried  here  and  acquitted,  he  may  be  arrested 
at  the  suit  of  the  party  who  procured  the  indictment  and  extradition  in  a  civil 
action  here,  where  it  dOes  not  appear  that  there  was  any  bad  faith  in  causing 
the  extradition,  but  [it]  was  done  solely  for  criminal  punishment. 

This  ruling  does  not  agree  with  that  of  Judge  yaple  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Cincinnati  in  Oampton,  AuU  db  Go.  v.  Wilder,  7  Amer.  Law  Record,  212, 
which  was  subsequently  approved  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  (9  Cincinnati 
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Law  BuUetirif  314).  Judge  Yaple  held  in  this  case  that  *'  where  criminals  are 
extradited  and  brought  into  another  State,  those  who  were  the  cause  of  hav- 
ing  the  requisition  sued  out,  directly  or  indirectly,  are  forbidden  to  institute  a 
civil  suit  until  the  party  has  a  reasonable  time  to  return/'  The  parties  in  this 
case,  who  procured  the  extradition,  declared  under  oath  that  at  the  time  their 
sole  purpose  was  that  of  a  criminal  prosecution,  and  that  it  was  not  until  after 
bail  was  given  that  they  formed  the  intention  of  bringing  a  civil  suit  against 
Wilder.  This,  supposing  it  to  be  true,  the  judge  did  not  regard  as  sufficient 
to  set  aside  the  rule  of  law  which  he  had  adopted,  and  which  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ohio  approved. 

VII.  The  People  v.  Rowe,  4  Parker's  Crim.  R.  253.  This  case  came  be- 
fore the  Superior  Court  of  Buffalo  in  1858,  in  which  an  indictment  had  been 
found  against  the  prisoner.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  moved  that  the  in- 
dictment be  quashed,  on  the  ground  that,  by  a  concerted  plan,  he  had  been 
forcibly  seized  in  Canada  and  brought  into  the  State  of  New  York,  where  he 
was  arrested  on  a  warrant  by  the  sheriff.  The  case  was  not  one  of  extradition, 
but  kidnapping  in  Canada  by  force  and  violence  ;  and  there  was  no  interfer- 
ence or  request  for  release  in  behalf  of  the  prisoner  by  the  Canadian  authorities. 

The  ruling  of  the  court  was  as  follows  :  "  It  is  no  ground,  either  for  quash- 
ing an  indictment  or  discharging  the  prisoner  from  arrest,  that  before  the 
finding  of  the  indictment,  and  after  the  issuing  to  the  officer,  by  a  police  justice, 
of  a  warrant  for  his  arrest,  by  an  agreement  between  the  officer  and  some  per- 
son in  Canada,  the  prisoner  was  forcibly  brought  from  Canada  to  the  line  of 
this  State  and  there  delivered  to  such  officer,  in  arrest,  under  the  warrant. " 

The  fact  that  the  prisoner  was  in  this  way  placed  within  the  j  urisdiction  of 
the  court,  being  there  legally  charged  with  crime,  was  not  regarded  as  any 
reason  why  he  should  not  be  held  to  answer  upon  the  charge.  The  ruling  in 
this  case  simple  adopts  a  principle  that  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed  by  the 
courts  of  this  country,  and,  in  itself,  settles  no  question  in  relation  to  a  custody 
gained  by  a  lawful  extradition,  whether  inter-State  or  international. 

VIII.  Malpassv.Caldwell,  Governor,  ETC.,  TON.  Car.  130.  The  point  de- 
termined by  the  court  in  this  case  was  that  a  *'  person  applying  for  and  receiving 
from  a  sheriff  a  warrant  and  special  deputation  to  arrest  a  fugitive  from  justice* 
and  who  executes  the  warrant  and  delivers  to  the  sheriff  the  person  arrested, 
is  not  entitled  to  the  reward  offered  by  the  Gk>vernor  for  the  apprehension  of 
such  fugitive."  The  theory  of  this  decision  is  that  the  person  was  simply  the 
agent  or  deputy  of  the  sheriff  and  virtually  took  his  place,  who,  if  he  had 
made  the  arrest,  would  not  be  entitled  to  the  reward,  since  he  would  be  act- 
ing in  the  ordinary  line  of  his  duty.  The  object  in  offering  such  rewards  is  to 
enlist  the  services  of  other  parties  than  officers  in  seouring  the  apprehension 
of  fugitives  from  justice. 

IX.  Blandford  v.  The  State,  10  Tex.  App.  627.  Judge  Hurt,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  stated  the  material  facts  as  followB  : 
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"  Blandford  was  extradited  from  tbe  Republic  of  Mexico  npon  a  charge  of 
theft.  Before  the  arrest  of  the  appellant  in  Mexico,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  extradition  papers,  the  grand  jury  of  Travis  county  presented,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  a  bill  of  indictment  against  him  for  the  embezzlement  of  fifty. 
one  hundred  dollars.  He  was  placed  upon  trial  upon  this  bill  charging  him 
with  embezzlement,  to  which  ne  pleaded,  in  substance,  that  the  court,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  he  had  not  been  extradited  for  this  offense,  had  no  rifi^ht 
to  compel  him  to  answer  thereto.  *  *  *  *  Upon  motion  of  the  State  this 
plea  was  stricken  out,  and  the  defendant  was  forced  to  trial  upon  the  indict, 
ment  for  embezzlement.  He  was  found  guilty,  and  his  punishment  was  as. 
sessed  at  confinement  in  the  penitentiary  for  the  term  of  five  years.  Judg. 
ment  being  entered  on  the  verdict,  defendant  appeals  for  relief  to  this  court." 

Having  made  this  statement  of  the  facts  in  this  case.  Judge  Hurt  then  prc^ 

ceeded  to  say : 

'*  The  correctness  of  the  action  of  the  court  below,  in  sustaining  the  motion 
of  the  State  to  strike  out  the  plea,  depends  upon  what  constitutes  a  true  con- 
struction of  articles  first  and  third  of  the  treaty  between  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
and  the  United  States,  dated  December  11,  1861,  and  the  proper  decision  of 
the  question  as  to  how  far  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  Federal  and  State 
governments  are  required  to  take  cognizance  of  and  give  effect  to  treaty 
stipulations  between  the  foreign  and  home  governments. 

The  judge  then  quoted  verbatim  the  first  and  third  articles  of  the  extradition 
treaty  with  Mexico.  The  first  of  these  articles  contains  the  general  stipula- 
tion between  the  parties  for  the  mutual  delivery  of  fugitive  criminals,  upon 
the  requisition  of  either,  with  the  proviso  "  that  this  shall  be  done  only  when 
the  fact  of  the  commission  of  the  crime  shall  be  so  established  as  that  the 
laws  of  the  country  in  which  the  fugitive  or  person  so  accused  shall  be  found 
would  justify  his  or  her  apprehension  and  commitment  for  trial,  if  the  crime 
had  been  there  committed."  The  other  article  enumerates  the  specific  crimes, 
one  of  which  is  "  embezzlement  of  public  moneys  "  for  which  extradition  may 
be  demanded,  and  on  the  charge  and  prescribed  proof  of  which  the  delivery 
must,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  be  granted. 

Neither  of  these  articles  nor  any  other  article  of  this  treaty  expressly  de- 
clares that  the  party,  extradited  under  it,  shall  not  be  tried  for  any  crime, 
committed  prior  to  his  extradition,  other  than  the  one  for  which  he  was  ex. 
tradited.  Judge  Hurt,  however,  submitted  an  argument  to  show  that  the 
treaty,  by  its  enumeration  of  extradition  crimes,  and  by  its  provision  in  respect 
to  the  necessary  proof  of  the  specific  crime  charged,  contains  a  clear  and 
obvious  implication  of  this  doctrine,  as  binding  as  if  it  were  stated  in  express 
words.     On  this  point  he  says  : 

**  In  exact  and  unequivocal  language  the  treaty  sets  out  the  precise  purpose 
for  wliich  the  fugitive  is  to  be  surrendered,  and  negatives  by  implication  as 
strong  and  conclusive  as  a  direct  and  positive  negation  that  the  person  sur- 
rendered may  be  tried  for  an  offense  different  from  that  for  which  ne  was  ex. 
tradited  under  the  stipulations  of  the  contract  between  the  high  contracting 
parties.  The  treaty  names  embezzlement  of  public  funds.  The  indictment  in 
this  case  is  for  the  embezzlement  of  private  funds.  Be  this  as  it  may,  the 
principle  would  not  be  affected  if  the  funds  were  public.  Not  having  been 
extradited  for  that  offense,  the  party  could  not  be  placed  on  trial  therefor." 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  treaties  of  the  United  States  are  to  be  re- 
garded and  applied  as  laws.  Judge  Hurt,  having  quoted  the  second  para- 
graph of  the  sixth  article  of  the  Constitution,  laid  down  the  following  doctrine: 
"  Treaties  between  the  United  States  and  foreign  nations  are  obligatory  upon 
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and  cognizable  hj  the  tribunalu  of  the  several  States  as  well  as  those  of  the 
Federal  €k3vemment.  In  the  adminlBtration  of  the  criminal  law  of  this  State, 
therefore,  it  is  incnmbent  on  the  State  ooarts  to  give  effect  to  the  proyisioiu 
of  the  extradition  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  when  thej  are 
invoked  by  the  accused  and  are  applicable  to  his  case." 

Blandford  had  invoked  the  protection  of  this  treaty  as  against  being  tried 
for  a  crime  for  which  he  had  not  been  extradited.  The  Court  of  Appeals  held 
that  the  treaty  gave  him  this  protection,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to  appeal  to 
the  treaty  for  the  protection,  and  that  the  court  below  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
try  him  on  the  charge  of  embeazlement,  it  not  being  the  offense  for  which  he 
had  been  extradited  under  the  treaty.  On  these  grounds  the  judgment  of  the 
court  was  reversed  and  the  case  remanded. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  line  of  argument  in  this  case  is  substantially 
the  same  as  that  of  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals  in  The  CommanwecUih  v. 
Edioes,  18  Bush,  697,  as  that  of  Judge  Hoffman  in  I^  United  States  v.  Watt», 
14  Fed.  Rep.  120,  and  that  of  the  Supreme  "Court  of  Ohio  in  The  State  v. 
Vanderpool  d  Jones^  39  Ohio  St.  278.  All  thescr  cases  occurred  subee- 
quently  to  the  diplomatic  controversy  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain  in  regard  to  Winslow,  and  contradict  the  view  taken  by  Secretary 
Fish  in  that  controversy.  They  equally  contradict  the  ruling  of  Judge 
Benedict  in  The  United  States  r.^CkUdweU,  8  Blatch.  131,  and  in  7%^  United 
States  V.  Laiorenee,  13  Blatchf.  295,  and  also  the  view  taken  by  the  New  Yoik 
Court  of  Appeals  in  Adrianee,  Appellant,  v.  Lagrwoe,  59  N.  Y.  110.  These  three 
cases  occurred  prior  to  the  controversy  in  regard  to  Winslow ;  and  as  the  mat- 
ter  now  stands,  the  views  presented  in  respect  to  them  are  not  sustained,  but 
rejected  by  the  preponderance  of  judicial  authority  in  this  country. 

X.  Ebllet  v.  Thb  Statb,  18  Tex.  App.  158.  It  was  held  in  this  case  thai 
where,  in  the  trial  of  a  case,  the  defendant  was  extradited  from  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  for  an  offense  covered  by  the  treaty  between  that  government  and  the 
United  States,  and  the  proceedings  upon  which  the  requisition  was  obtained 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  fraudulent  or  wrong,  and  the  defendant  was 
placed  upon  trial  on  the  indictment  charging  the  offense  for  which  he  waa  ex- 
tradited, a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  was  properly  overruled. 
The  plea  in  this  case  was  founded  on  an  alleged  fraud  in  procuring  the  requi. 
sition,  but,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  this  plea  was  not  sustained  hy  tho 
record  of  the  proceedings. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  was,  however,  reversed  and  the  case  re- 
manded on  the  ground  that  the  record  or  transcript  of  the  case  failed  to  show 
that  the  jurors  who  tried  it  were  sworn.  This  was  regarded  as  fatal  to  their 
verdict. 

XI.  Thb  Casb  of  In  rb  Bbhbbndt,  22  Fed.  Rep.  699.  Judge  Brown,  of  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York, 
states  the  facts  of  this  case  as  follows  : 

*'  The  petitioner,  Behrendt,  having  been  held  by  the  United  States  Commis- 
sioner for  extradition  to  Prussia,  on  a  charge  of  forgery,  under  the  treaty  of 
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Jane  16,  1862,  has  been  brought  before  me  upon  habeoi  eorptu,  together  with  a 
record  of  the  proceedinge  under  a  writ  of  eerHorari.  The  dischaige  of  the 
prisoner  is  soaght  apon  two  grounds:  that  the  evidence  of  forgery  is  Insufficient 
to  hold  him,  and  that  the  documentary  proof  received  by  the  commissioner  is 
not  properly  authenticated.  The  evidence  of  criminality  is  drawn  wholly  from 
the  documentary  proofs,  consisting  of  depositions  taken  in  Prussia.  These 
depositions  purport  to  be  taken  in  penal  or  criminal  proceedings  against  the 
petitioner  there  ;  and  in  some  of  the  papers  it  is  expressly  stated  that  they 
are  taken  in  a  criminal  court  and  on  the  charge  of  forgery.  These  proceedings 
are  certified  by  the  royal  Prussian  judge  of  the  court  of  Marienburg,  who 
certifies  that  this  judicial  proceeding,  with  respect  to  its  form,  is  valid  evi- 
dence according  to  the  laws  existing  in  Prussia.  The  signatures  are  certified, 
as  required  by  the  act  of  August  8,  1882,  sec.  5,  and  the  whole  is  finally 
authenticated  by  the  United  States  Minister  at  Berlin,  who  certifies  that  the 
signatures  are  genuine,  that  the  documents  are  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
credit,  and  that  the  said  documents,  which  are  intended  to  be  offered  in  evi- 
dence upon  the  hearing  within  the  United  States  of  an  application  for  the 
extradition  of  Joseph  Moses  Behrendt  under  Title  LXVI  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  of  the  said  United  States,  and  for  all  the  purposes  of  such  hearing, 
are  properly  and  legally  authenticated  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  received  for 
similar  purposes  by  the  tribunals  of  Prussia.'^ 

The  opinion  of  Judge  Brown,  in  the  light  of  these  facts,  is  stated  as 
follows : 

"  Section  5  of  the  act  of  August  8, 1882,  restores,  in  substance,  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  June  22,  1860  (12  St.  at  Large,  84),  as  respects  the  mode  of 
authentication,  and  supersedes  the  provisions  on  that  subject  of  section  6271 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  well  as  those  of  the  act  of  June  19,  1876  (19  St.  at 
Large,  69).  The  certificate  of  the  royal  judge  that  the  judicial  proceeding 
certified  to  '  is  valid  evidence  according  to  the  laws  existing  in  Prussia,'  reason- 
ably interpreted,  can  mean  nothing  less  than  that,  according  to  the  law  of 
Prussia,  such  documents  are  valid  evidence  of  criminality  as  regards  the  crime 
charged  in  the  proceedings  specified  in  the  court  where  the  proceeding  pur- 
ports to  be  had.  This  is  all  the  evidence  that  is  required  under  the  first  branch 
of  the  statute,  since  the  proceeding  appears  upon  its  face  to  be  a  criminal  one 
and  in  a  criminal  court  upon  a  charge  of  forgery." 

"  The  final  authentication,  by  the  United  States  Minister,  is  In  the  exact 
language  of  the  statute.  Whatever  ambiguity  there  may  be  in  the  statute, 
from  the  use  of  the  words  '  simUar  purposes,'  there  is  no  greater  ambiguity  in 
the  certificate  itself ;  and  as  it  exactly  conforms  to  the  statute,  it  must  be  held 
to  mean  whatever  the  statute  means,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  held  defective. 
{In  T6  Fares,  7  Blatchf.  846,  868  ;  In  re  Wadge,  16  Fed.  Rep.  864  ;  16  Fed. 
Kep.  832.)  '* 

"In  the  Gaee  of  George  Fmoler,  18  Blatchf.  480;  S.  C,  4  Fed.  Rep.  808, 
Blatchford,  J.,  says,  in  reference  to  the  final  certificate  of  the  principal  diplo- 
matic officer  of  the  United  States :  '  Such  certificate,  if  in  the  proper  form,  is 
absolute  proof,  whatever  may  be  the  tenor  of  the  certificates  of  foreign  officials 
to  the  same  documents,'  page  487.  By  this  rule,  even  if  the  previous  authenti- 
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cation  were  defective,  the  final  certificate  of  the  United  States  Minister  woold 
supply  the  defects ;  bat  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  there  are  no  substantial 
defects  in  the  certificates  of  the  Prussian  authorities.  The  docomentarf  evi- 
dence,  therefore,  being  competent  evidence,  the  decision  of  the  commissioner, 
upon  the  weight  of  proof,  would  not  be  interfered  with  on  habeas  corpus,  un- 
less there  be  clear  insufflciencj  in  the  evidence  to  afibrd  a  prima  facie  case 
against  the  petitioner.  The  evidence  in  this  case,  though  circumstantial,  bears 
so  strongly  against  him  that  I  am  not  authorized  to  interfere  with  the  commis- 
sioner's conclusion  in  this  respect.  The  application  for  the  release  of  the 
prisoner  must  therefore  be  denied  and  the  prisoner  remanded  to  the  custody 
of  the  marshaL" 

XII.  Thb  Gabb  of  Ham  v.  Thb  State,  4  Tex.  App.  645.  This  case  came 
before  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Texas  in  1878.  Ham  was  extradited  from  Mifi- 
souri  to  Texas  on  the  basis  of  an  indictment  found  against  him  by  the  grand 
jury  of  Limestone  county  in  Texas,  charging  him  "  with  the  crime  of  forging 
a  deed  to  land  in  Texas.''  Being  brought  into  the  State  and  lodged  in  the  jail 
of  Travis  county,  he  was  charged  by  another  indictment,  preferred  by  the 
grand  jury  of  that  county,  with  the  crime  of  uttering  a  forged  instrument. 
For  the  latter  offense,  though  not  the  one  for  which  he  was  extradited,  and 
though,  as  charged,  committed  prior  to  his  extradition,  he  was  tried,  convicted 
and  sentenced  to  punishment. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made,  and  this  motion  being  overruled  by  the 
court  below,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Texas.  One  of 
the  legal  points  —  the  only  one  that  we  propose  to  consider —  on  which  the 
appeal  was  based,  raised  the  question  whether  it  was  *'  lawful  to  try  the  de- 
fendant on  a  charge  for  which  he  was  not  extradited,  and  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  at  a  date  anterior  to  the  inception  of  the  extradition  proceedings." 
The  counsel  of  Ham  maintained  that  this  was  not  lawful,  and  hence  that  the 
trial  court  was  without  jurisdiction. 

The  substance  of  what  Judge  White,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  coart, 
said  on  this  point,  is  epitomized  in  the  following  language  —  found  in  the 
syllabus  of  the  case. 

'*  Under  the  provision  of  the  United  States  Constitution  respecting  the  ren- 
dition of  fugitives  from  justice  and  the  laws  regulating  the  same,  a  citizen  of 
another  State,  extradited  therefrom  to  this  State,  may  be  here  tried  for  a  differ- 
ent offense  than  that  alleged  against  him  in  the  requisition  on  which  he  "vraa 
extradited  to  this  State.  The  doctrines  of  international  extradition  in  this  re. 
spect,  whether  based  on  comity  or  on  treaty  stipulations,  have  no  application 
to  extradition  cases  arising  between  the  different  States  of  the  American  Union 
under  their  common  Constitution,  whose  imperative  mandate  on  this  subject  is 
founded  on  the  mutual  trust  and  confidence  of  the  States,  and  guarded  by  the 
guaranty  that  each  State  shall  secure  to  the  citizens  of  her  sister  States  the 
privileges  and  immunities  she  concedes  to  her  own.^' 

The  actual  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case,  being  that  of  the  highest  court  of 
Texas,  settles  the  law  for  the  courts  of  that  State  in  respect  to  this  particular 
question,  and  also  furnishes  an  authority  to  be  considered  by  the  ooorts  of 
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other  StateB.  The  oorrectnees  of  the  mling,  and  of  the  reasoning  in  support 
of  it,  is  open  to  inquiry  ;  and  sucn  an  inquiry  it  is  proposed  to  make  in  the 
following  order : 

(1.)  After  referring  to  the  American  and  British  doctrine  that  there  can  be 
no  international  extradition,  except  as  provided  by  treaty  stipulation,  Judge 
White  proceeds  to  say,  that  "  without  any  treaty  stipulation  to  that  effect,  it 
may  now  be  considered  as  a  well  established  doctrine  of  international  extradi- 
tion that  good  faith  and  comity  require  of  the  nation  to  which  the  fugitive  is 
surrendered  that  he  be  tried  alone  upon  the  specific  offense  for  which  he  was 
surrendered,  and  that  he  cannot  be  held  to  answer  for  another  and  different 
offense."  We  have  here,  in  respect  to  international  extradition,  even  without 
a  treaty  stipulation  to  that  effect,  the  admission  of  the  principle  for  which  the 
British  Government  contended  in  the  correspondence  with  regard  to  Winslow, 
which  was  placed  in  the  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870,  wliich  has  been  uni- 
formly asserted  by  the  text-writers  on  extradition,  which  is  now  sustained  by 
the  preponderance  of  judicial  authority  in  this  country,  and  which  the  counsel 
of  Ham  claimed  to  be  applicable  to  a  case  of  inter-State  extradition. 

(3.)  Judge  White,  while  admitting  this  principle  when  the  extradition  is 
international,  denies  its  applicability  to  a  case  of  inter-State  extradition,  stat- 
ing as  follows  the  first  of  his  reasons  for  the  denial : 

"  The  relations  between  the  States,  as  created  by  the  general  government, 
render  their  status  and  intercourse  different  in  most  material  respects,  civilly 
and  politically,  from  that  subsisting  between  separate  and  independent  nations. 
And  this  difference  is  especially  apparent  in  the  difference,  heretofore  alluded 
to,  existing  as  to  the  modes  of  procedure  in  extradition  matters." 

What  the  actual  difference  is  between  the  States  of  the  Union  and  independ- 
ent nations,  considered  relatively  to  their  stattis  and  intercourse  with  each 
other.  Judge  White  does  not  explain,  with  the  single  exception  of  that  wliich 
exists  "  asto  the  modes  of  procedure  in  extradition  matters."  This  he  pre- 
sents  by  a  lengthy  quotation  from  the  deliverance  of  Chief  Justice  Savage  in 
The  McUter  of  Clark,  9  Wend.  212.  The  quotation  however  has  no  reference 
to  the  point  that  was  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Texas.  Clark  made  no 
such  claim  as  that  set  up  in  behalf  of  Ham.  He  simply  offered  to  show,  by 
his  own  affidavit,  that  the  charge  against  him  was  not  true ;  and  in  reply 
Chief  Justice  Savage  said,  that  the  actual  truth  of  the  charge  was  not  the 
question  to  be  decided.  Whatever  might  be  requisite  in  the  way  of  proof  if 
the  case  were  one  of  international  extradition,  the  only  question  before  the 
ooart  was  whether  Clark  was  '*  properly  charged  with  guilt."  If  he  was,  that 
was  "  sufficient "  in  inter-State  extradition  ;  and  hence  his  offer  to  show,  by 
his  own  affidavit,  that  the  charge  was  false,  was  not  admissible.  All  that  was 
said  in  the  passage  quoted  relates  to  this  single  point. 

The  Constitution,  in  a  case  of  inter-State  extradition,  requires  that  the  party 
shall  be  charged  with  some  specific  crime  ;  and  as  an  indictment  or  an  affi- 
davit is  the  usual  American  mode  of  charging  a  crime,  and  sufficient  evidence 
of  its  commission  to  justify,  in  the  case  of  an  indictment,  the  arrest  and  com- 
mitment of  the  accused  party  for  trial,  and  in  the  ease  of  an  affidavit,  the 
arrest  and  examination  of  this  party,  with  a  view  to  his  commitment  if  the 
98 
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evidence  be  found  sufficient,  CongresB  saw  fit  to  adopt  thiB  mode  of  procedure 
in  charging  a  crime  for  tlie  purpose  of  arresting  and  delivering  aa  alleged 
fugitive  from  justice  to  the  State  demanding  him  for  trial,  leaving  that  State, 
after  getting  possession  of  the  fugitive,  to  determine  the  question  of  his  actual 
guilt.  The  fact  that  the  party  is  charged  with  crime,  in  the  vnj  prescribed, 
is  made  a  sufficient  presumption  of  guilt  to  justify  his  arrest  and  surrender. 

The  procedure,  in  international  extradition,  as  provided  for  by  law  and  by 
treaty,  is  somewhat  but  not  wholly  different.  The  party  must,  by  complaint 
on  oath,  be  charged  with  some  one  or  more  of  the  crimes  specified  in  the 
proper  treaty  ;  and  when  this  is  done,  authority  is  given  for  his  arrest  and  an 
examination  of  the  charge.  This  examination  is  not  a  trial  with  a  view  to  his 
punishment  if  found  guilty,  but  simply  a  process  to  ascertain  whether  the  evi- 
dence  is  "sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  under  the  provisions  of  the  proper 
treaty  or  convention."    (Rev.  Stat.,  §  5270.) 

The  general  treaty  rule,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  evidence,  is  that  it  must  be 
such  "  as  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive  or  person  so 
charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and  commitment  for 
trial  if  the  crime  or  offense  had  there  been  committed."  The  evidence  most 
be  sufficient  to  secure  precisely  the  same  legal  result  that  in  inter-State  extra- 
dition is  secured  by  the  charge  of  crime  in  the  way  specified.  In  both  cases 
there  must  be  a  Buf^clent  prima  fads  showing  of  crime  to  justify  the  appre- 
hension and  commitment  of  the  accused  party  for  trial ;  and  in  neither  case  is 
it  necessary  to  prove  the  actual  guilt  of  this  party.  (In  re  Fares,  7  Blatchf. 
845,  858.) 

Now  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  in  the  two  forms  of  extradition  there  is  soine 
difference  in  the  procedure  ;  but  this  difference  is  not  one  that  in  either  form 
has  any  relation  to  the  question  whether  the  party,  if  delivered  up,  may  or 
may  not  be  tried  for  a  crime  different  from  the  one  for  which  he  was  demanded 
and  on  the  charge  of  which  was  surrendered.  There  is  manifestly  nothing  in 
it  to  indicate,  or  even  suggest,  that  he  cannot  be  so  tried  when  the  extradition 
is  international,  or  that  he  may  be  when  it  is  inter-State.    Whatever  may  be 
the  truth  on  this  subject  must  depend  on  other  considerations  than  sucli  aa 
grow  out  of  a  difference  of  procedure  in  the  two  forms  of  extradition,  eapeo- 
ally  when  we  remember  that  in  both  forms  there  must  be  a  sufficient  shovring 
of  crime  to  j  ustify  the  apprehension  and  commitment  of  the  accused  party  for 
trial. 

The  simple  charge  of  crime  by  indictment  or  affidavit  does  this  in  the  one 
case ;  and  the  charge  of  crime,  by  complaint  on  oath,  supplemented  by  an  ex- 
amination at  which  the  proper  evidence  appears,  does  it  in  the  other.  The 
result  reached  in  both  cases  is  the  same,  and  this  is  a  sufficient  shovriii^  of 
crime  to  justify  the  apprehension  and  detention  of  the  party  for  trial.  We 
fail  to  see  what  logical  connection  the  difference  of  procedure  in  the  two  ranrp 
has  with  the  question  to  which  Judge  White  was  speaking. 

(8.)  The  next  point  relating  to  extradition,  found  in  the  deliveranoe  of  Judge 
White,  cannot  be  better  summarized  than  in  the  following  words  of  the 
syllabus : 

*'  The  doctrines  of  international  extradition  in  this  respect,  whether 
comity  or  on  treaty  stipulations,  have  no  application  to  extradition 
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ing  between  the  different  States  of  the  American  Union  nnder  their  common 
Gonstitation,  whoee  imperative  mandate  on  this  subject  is  founded  on  the 
mutaal  trust  and  confidence  of  the  States,  and  guarded  by  the  guaranty  that 
each  State  shali  secure  to  the  citizens  of  her  sister  States  the  priyileges  and  im- 
munities she  concedes  to  her  own." 

Here  are  two  reasons  for  the  opinion  expressed ;  and  the  first  is  "  founded 
on  the  mutual  trust  and  confidence  of  the  States  **  in  each  other  as  members 
of  "the  American  Union  under  their  common  Constitution/'  which  do  not 
exist  to  the  same  extent  in  the  intercourse  of  nations  with  each  other.  Hence 
as  to  the  question  whether  a  party  demanded  by  one  State  and  delivered  to 
another  on  the  charge  of  a  specific  offense,  can  be  tried  for  another  and  differ- 
ent offense,  no  "  prohibition  "  of  such  trial  was  interposed.  The  whole  mat- 
ter was,  on  the  score  of  "  good  faith  and  comity/'  left  "  entirely  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  State  which  had  the  right  to  demand  him  for  any  crime  which 
he  committed/* 

The  general  terms  in  which  this  reasoning  appears  make  it  difficult  to  see 
what  it  proves  or  that  it  proves  any  thing.     The  meaning  of  the  Constitution, 
either  in  its  express  words  or  by  just  and  fair  implication,  is  not  to  be  settled 
by  judicial  fancy-work.  The  rhetorical  phrases,  '*  their  common  Constitution/' 
"our  common  country,"  "the  mutual  trust  and  confidence  of  the  States," 
**  implicit  faith  and  confidence,"  and  the  like,  which  figure  in  this  part  of  the 
deliverance,  do  not  furnish  rules  for  interpreting  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.    They  are  entirely  outside  of  the  extradition  provision  of  this  instru- 
ment, and  supply  no  foundation  on  which,  in  the  disposal  of  a  judicial  case,  to 
base  a  legal  doctrine  nnder  it.     The  provision  means  just  what  it  expressly 
says  and  what  it  fairly  implies ;  and  this  meaning  is  to  be  ascertained  by  a 
careful  examination  of  the  words  used,  rather  than  by  general  statements 
about  the  "  American  Union/'  **  our  common  country,"  and  "  the  mutual  trust 
and  confidence  of  the  States."    Such  statements  are  too  indefinite  and  elastic 
to  determine  any  question  of  law. 

The  other  reason  is  drawn  from  the  guaranty  of  the  Constitution  that  *'  the 

citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of 

citizens  in  the  several  States."    The  difficulty  with  this  reason  is  that  it  has 

no  application  to  the  question  that  Judge  White  was  considering.    It  is  well 

settled  that  this  provision  is  limited  to  what  are  called  fundamerUal  rights, 

and  that  in  respect  to  these  rights,  it  means  that  each  of  the  States  shall  secure 

to  the  citizens  of  other  States,  when  within  its  jurisdiction,  the  same  privi- 

legeB  and  immunities  that  it  secures  to  its  own  citizens,  and  in  this  respect,  and 

to  this  extent,  treat  them  as  if  they  were  citizens  of  that  State.     (jOorfield  v. 

Oaryell,  4  Wash.  871,  and  CrandeU  v.  Neoada,  6  Wall.  85.) 

Now,  plainly,  the  question  whether  a  party  extradited  from  one  State  to  an- 
other can  in  the  latter  State,  and  in  consistency  with  the  extradition  provision 
of  the  Constitution,  be  tried  for  a  different  offense  than  the  one  for  which  he 
uras  extradited,  does  not  come  within  the  limits  of  the  guaranty  cited  by  Judge 
White.  The  right  of  exemption  from  such  trial,  if  it  exists  at  all,  is  not  a 
f  andamental  right  and  is  not  derived  from  State  citizenship.  The  question  to 
be  determined  is  not  whether  an  extradited  party,  if  tried  for  a  crime  other 
thsui  tbat  for  which  he  was  extradited,  must  in  tiie  process  of  such  trial  enjoy 
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the  privileges  and  immunitieB  conceded  by  the  State  to  its  own  dtizeiu  wluo 
trying  them  on  criminal  charges,  bat  whether  he  can  be  so  tried  at  all ;  ud 
to  this  question  the  guaranty  referred  to  has  no  application. 

Moreover  it  may  be,  and  generally  is,  the  fact  that  the  party  demanded  U  % 
citizen  of  the  State  from  which  he  fied,  and  which  in  the  event  of  hisdellTery 
will  try  him  for  an  offense  against  its  laws.  Such  a  case  clearly  would  not 
come  within  the  meaning  of  the  guaranty.  The  provision  establishes  no  rule 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  a  State  shall  deal  with  its  own  citizens  ;  and  hsnoe 
if  the  extradited  party  be  a  citizen  of  the  State  that  tries  him,  the  guuastj 
will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  case.  It  can,  at  the  very  utmost,  operate 
only  on  the  supposition,  generaliy  not  true,  that  this  party  is  a  citizen  of  some 
other  State  than  the  one  that  tries  him  on  a  criminal  charge. 

There  is  really  no  argumentative  force  in  either  of  the  special  reasons,  as- 
signed by  Judge  White,  to  show  that  the  admitted  doctrine  in  respect  to  the 
crime  for  which  the  party  may  be  tried,  when  the  extradition  is  international, 
does  not  apply  when  it  is  inter-State.  The  first  reason  is  too  general  and  in- 
definite to  prove  any  thing ;  and  the  second  has  no  application  to  the  question 
that  was  under  discussion. 

(4.)  Judge  White  completes  his  deliverance  on  this  branch  of  the  case  lie- 
fore  the  court,  by  citing  the  decision  of  Judge  Nixon  in  The  Matter  qf  Noyu^ 
in  support  of  his  view.  The  case  of  Noyet  may  be  found  on  pagee  537-541  oi 
this  treatise,  with  the  comment  of  the  author  thereon. 

(6.)  The  two  States  that  are  concerned  with  a  particular  case  of  extradition 
—  the  one  in  demanding  a  fugitive  criminal,  and  the  other  in  acting  upon  the 
demand  —  are  the  only  parties  to  the  transaction  in  either  form  or  at  any  stage. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Taylor  v.  Taintor,  16  WalL  SOS, 
874,  said,  with  reference  to  this  point,  that  '*  the  duty  enjoined  is  oeveral  and 
not  joint,  and  every  Gk>vemor  acts  separately  and  independently  for  himaell'' 
Referring  to  the  extradition  of  McGuire  from  the  State  of  New  Tork  to  the 
State  of  Maine,  while  he  was  under  recognizance  in  the  State  of  Connecticat 
to  appear  before  a  court  of  that  State  and  answer  to  a  criminal  chmige  then 
pending  against  him,  the  court  further  said :  "  We  cannot  hold  that  Gon&se- 
tlcut  was  in  any  sense  a  party  or  consenting  to  what  was  done  in  New  Yoii.* 

The  extradition  of  McGuire  was  between  New  York  and  Maine  ;  and  with  it 
Connecticut,  though  a  member  of  the  *'  American  Union,"  and  'witli  the  other 
States  living  under  a  "  common  Constitution,"  had  nothing  to  do,  and  tbt 
same  was  true  of  every  other  State  of  the  Union.  The  fact  that  the  States 
directly  concerned  in  the  matter,  were  members  of  the  "  American  Union,*  aci 
for  certain  purposes  relating  to  that  Union,  were  confederated  togetber  nnd« 
a  "  common  Constitution,*'  and  for  like  purposes  and  to  the  same  extent  vere 
confederated  with  all  the  other  States  of  the  Union,  did  not,  according  to  th; 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  any  sense,  make  the  otlier  States  par- 
ties to  an  extradition  between  New  York  and  Maine.  The  nuitter  cooeezwd 
these  States,  and  these  only,  and  that  too,  as  completely  as  if  they  bad  been 
independent  and  sovereign  nations ;  and  no  other  States  had  any  power  9 
exercise  in  regard  to  it,  or  any  duty  to  perform,  or  held  any  relation  wiiatefer 
to  it. 
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(6.)  Tlie  particolar  Statea  involved  in  a  caae  of  extradition  as  the  exclaaive 
parties  thereto  are  not  monidpalities  created  by  the  General  Government,  or 
dependent  upon  it  for  their  existence,  bat  self-governing  States  exercising 
powers  not  derived  from  the  General  Government,  or  even  from  the  Constitn- 
tion  of  the  United  States,  and  having  defined  territories  witliin  which  these 
powers  are  operative  upon  the  inhabitants  thereof ;  and  as  such,  and  snch 
only,  they  act,  whether  in  demanding  or  surrendering  fugitive  criminals. 
They  exercise,  through  their  respective  chief  magistrates,  the  powers  of  State 
sovereignty.  Their  relation  to  each  other  in  this  respect,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose, is  precisely  like  tliat  of  two  nations  in  similar  circumstances,  with  the 
single  exception  that  a  provision  of  the  Constitution,  and  not  that  of  a  treaty, 
and  a  law  of  Congress  for  carrying  the  constitutional  provision  into  effect, 
supply  the  rule  of  their  action.  They  are  as  independent  and  sovereign  in 
their  action  under  this  rule,  as  are  two  nations  acting  under  the  provisions  of 
an  extradition  treaty. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  K&rUucky  v. 
2knnit(m,  24  How.  66,  was  that  there  is  no  process  of  Federal  coercion  by 
wliich  a  State  Governor  can,  upon  the  demand  of  another  State  Governor,  be 
compelled  to  make  the  delivery  of  a  fugitive  criminal.  The  same  doctrine 
was  stated  by  the  court  in  Taylor  v.  Taintor,  16  Wall.  866,  870.  The  court 
said  in  this  case  :  "  In  such  cases  the  Governor  acts  in  his  official  character, 
and  represents  the  sovereignty  of  the  State  in  giving  efficacy  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  and  the  law  of  Congress.  If  he  refuse,  there  is  no 
means  of  compulsion." 

If  this  be  so,  then  no  nation  can  be  more  sovereign  and  independent,  when 
acting  under  an  extradition  treaty,  than  is  a  State  when  acting  under  the 
extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  for  its  exe- 
cution. The  demanding  State,  through  its  chief  executive  magistrate,  determ- 
ines for  itself  whether  it  will  make  a  demand,  just  as  a  sovereign  nation  de- 
termines for  itself  the  same  question ;  and  so  the  State  to  wliich  the  demand 
is  addressed  determines  for  itself,  through  a  similar  magistrate,  whether  it  will 
comply  therewith,  just  as  a  nation  detern:iines  the  same  question.  There  is  no 
power  anywhere  to  revise  and  reverse  these  determinations.  They  are  an- 
alogous, and  in  both  cases  the  determinations  of  sovereignty. 

(7.)  The  relations  of  the  States  to  each  other,  as  established  by  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  are  not  such  as  to  create  any  essential  difference 
between  international  and  inter-State  extradition.  Messrs.  Justices  Field, 
Clifford  and  Miller,  referring  in  their  dissenting  opinion  in  Taylor  v.  TairUor, 
16  Wall.  866,  877,  to  the  case  of  McGuire,  which  was  a  case  of  inter-State* 
extradition,  said :  "  The  case  is  not  essentially  different  from  the  surrender  of 
a  fugitive  from  justice  under  a  treaty."  It  is  extradition  in  both  cases ;  in 
both,  for  a  crime ;  In  both,  the  removal  of  the  accused  party  from  one  juris- 
diction to  another,  with  a  view  to  his  trial  and  punishment  in  the  latter  ;  in 
both,  upon  the  specific  charge  of  crime,  and  for  nothing  else ;  in  the  one  case 
under  a  treaty,  and  in  the  other  under  a  constitutional  provision.  The  two 
extraditions.  In  their  great  principles  and  ends,  are  essentially  similar  and  do 
not  Bo  differ  as  to  exclude  the  application  of  these  principles  from  either. 
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The  Supreme  Coart  of  Michigan  in  The  McUter  of  Frank  Cannon,  47  MicL 
481,  referred  to  ITie  GcmmanxMoUh  v.  JJotoM,  13  Bnsh,  697,  and  to  the  fact  thit 
it  waa  claimed  in  the  argument  that  the  caae  of  Hawes,  decided  under  an 
extradition  treaty  with  a  foreign  nation,  could  have  "  no  bearing  on  extradttka 
between  States,"  and  then  proceeded  to  say :  *'  We  do  not  perceive  anygroond 
for  the  distinction.  The  duties  of  one  State  to  another  are  measured  by  law 
and  not  by  their  mere  good  pleasure,  and  so  are  the  rights  of  catizena.  Tba 
disregard  of  domestic  duties  and  of  foreign  duties  should  not  be  considered  u 
different  in  quality,  and  where  both  depend  on  law,  it  is  impossible  to  fiad 
good  reason  for  holding  either  class  of  obligations  as  undeserving  of  obedience." 
The  court  regarded  the  doctrine,  stated  by  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals  io 
the  case  of  Hawes,  as  equally  applicable  to  a  case  of  inter-State  extradition. 

Judge  Cooley,  referring  to  the  case  of  Hawes,  says  in  regard  to  inter-State 
extradition  :  '*  It  should  be  held,  as  it  recently  has  been  in  Kentucky,  that  the 
fugitive  surrendered  on  one  charge  is  exempt  from  trial  upon  any  otber." 
{Princeton  Review  for  January,  1879,  p.  176.)  This  is  the  doctrine  declared  by 
the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals  under  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1843 
with  Great  Britain ;  and  the  view  of  Judge  Cooley  is  that  the  doctrine  li 
equally  applicable  to  a  case  of  extradition  between  States  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

Judge  Daniels  in  Lagraxx^s  Case,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  388,  said  :  "  In  prindple 
there  is  no  practical  difference  between  the  case  of  a  fugitive  broaght  from  i 
neighboring  State  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  aod 
one  brought  from  a  foreign  country  under  the  provisions  of  treaties.  In  each 
the  right  of  freedom  to  return  is  precisely  the  same ;  and  the  implied  guaiantj 
of  that  right  under  the  law  is  no  greater  in  one  case  than  in  the  other.** 

It  is  true  that  the  relation  of  the  States  of  the  "American  Union  "  to  each 
other  are  not  in  aU  respects  like  those  of  separate  and  independent  nations  to 
each  other ;  and  yet  the  Constitution,  which  is  the  exponent  of  these  State  r»- 
latioDs*  furnishes  no  reason  why  the  principle,  which,  in  the  absence  of  treatj 
stipulations  otherwise  providing,  limits  the  use  of  the  custody  gained  by  inter- 
national extradition  to  the  specific  purpose  for  which  the  extradition  was  naked 
and  granted,  should  not  equally  apply  to  inter-State  extradition.  Bxtraditioo, 
in  both  cases,  is  essentially  the  same  thing.  The  two  States  concerned  in  tbb 
one  case  are  acting  in  their  separate,  independent  and  sovereign  capacity  $§ 
States,  just  as  if  they  were  nations  acting  under  the  obligations  of  a  treaty ; 
and  no  other  States  are  parties  to  the  action,  or  have  any  thing  to  do  with  it 
any  more  than  if  these  two  States  were  foreign  nations.  The  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  does  not  so  consolidate  or  blend  the  several  States  together 
by  their  confederate  relations  to  each  other,  or  to  the  United  States,  as  to  d«^ 
stroy  their  distinct  and  separate  autonomy,  or  make  extradition  between  thea 
essentially  different,  in  the  powers  exercised,  the  procedure  adopted,  or  the 
ends  to  be  attained,  from  extradition  between  nations. 

Judge  White,  on  this  point,  was,  as  we  must  think,  mistaken  in  the  premise 
from  which  he  reasoned,  and  hence  incorrect  in  his  conclusion.  He  assatuM. 
without  any  explanation  of  the  assumption,  and  equally  without  proof,  iha 
the  relations  of  the  States  of  the  Union  to  each  other,  and  those  of  nations  V- 
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each  other,  so  differ  that  the  doctrine  as  to  the  crime  for  which  it  is  permis- 
sible to  try  an  extradited  pftrtj,  admitted  by  him  when  the  extradition  is 
international,  has  no  application  when  it  is  inter-State.  This  we  regard  as  a 
false  assumption. 

(8.)  The  Constitution  contains  only  one  provision  in  relation  to  the  extradi- 
tion of  fugitive  criminals,  and  this  declares  that  "  a  person  charged  in  any 
State  with  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice  and  be 
found  in  another  State,  shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State 
from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having  juris- 
diction of  the  crime."  There  is  here  no  declaration  that  in  express  words, 
either  affirmatively  or  negatively,  determines  the  question  whether  the  fugi- 
tive criminal,  being  delivered  up  by  one  State  to  another  on  the  charge  of  a 
spedflc  crime,  may  or  may  not  by  the  latter  State  be  tried  for  another  and 
wholly  different  crime.    Such  a  trial  is  not  expressly  permitted  or  prohibited. 

Is  this  question  then  answered  by  a  just  and  fair  implication  from  the  words 
used  ?  Such  we  think  to  be  the  fact ;  and  if  so,  this  is  as  decisive  as  if  the 
idea  were  in  express  words. 

The  vital  point  sought  to  be  gained  by  extradition  is  to  get  the  party  back 
into  the  State  from  which  he  fled,  that  he  may  be  there  tried  for  the  crime 
charged  against  him,  and  if  convicted,  punished  for  the  same.  This  can  be 
done  only  by  the  consent  and  action  of  the  State  to  which  he  has  fled  and  in 
which  he  is  found.  This  consent,  with  the  necessary  co-operative  action,  as 
provided  for  by  the  Constitution  and  the  law.  Is  to  be  given  in  the  presence  of 
certain  specified  facts  as  conditions  precedent,  one  of  which  is  the  charge  of  a 
spedflc  crime  against  the  party  demanded.  The  delivering  State,  when  these 
conditions  are  present,  induding  the  charge  of  a  spedflc  crime,  is  required  to 
withdraw  from  one  of  its  inhabitants,  otherwise  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
its  laws,  the  right  of  peaceful  and  unmolested  domidle  therein,  and  hand  him 
over  to  another  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose,  and  for  that  only,  specified  in  the 
proceedings.  The  charge  of  a  specific  crime  fixes  and  defines  this  purpose,  as 
made  known  by  the  demanding  to  the  delivering  State ;  and  this  spedfic  crime 
is  not  any  crime,  but  a  particular  crime  definitely  stated  in  its  material  facts. 

Such,  in  a  word,  is  the  Constitution  and  the  law  in  relation  to  inter-State 
extradition ;  and  nothing  can  well  be  a  clearer  implication  than  that  the  pur- 
pose, in  the  charge  of  a  specific  crime  declared  beforehand  by  one  State  to 
another  as  the  reason  for  the  extradition  sought,  should  rule  and  limit  the  use 
of  the  custody  gained  in  this  way,  and  hence  that  a  State,  having  asked  for 
the  surrender  of  the  accused  party  on  one  charge,  should  not,  having  obtained 
the  surrender,  proceed  to  deal  with  him  on  a  different  charge.  Judge  White 
admits  this  doctrine  when  the  extradition  is  international  ;  and  there  is  no 
reason  in  the  Constitution,  and,  as  we  have  seen,  no  reason  in  the  relation  of 
the  States  to  each  other,  why  the  doctrine  is  not  equally  applicable  when  the 
extradition  is  inter-State.  To  take  advantage  of  the  enforced  presence  and 
possession  of  the  party  extradited,  for  another  and  different  purpose  than  the 
one  avowed  In  the  proceedings,  Is  a  falsification  of  the  purpose  professed  at 
the  time  of  the  demand  and  surrender,  and  assumed  by  the  delivering  State  to 
be  professed  In  good  faith,  and  Is,  in  fact,  such  an  abuse  of  the  remedy  as  to 
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be  in  practical  effect  a  violation  of  the  Ck>nBtitation.    Jadge  Oooley  adli  it  *'  a 
grosa  abase  of  the  oonstitational  compact.'* 

No  State, under  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  has  a  right  to  demand  of  inotheT 
State  an  alleged  fugitive  from  justice  for  a  crime  that  has  not  been  ohtrged 
against  him  by  a  proper  legal  proceeding  in  the  demanding  State,  or  for  % 
general  criminality  with  no  specific  designation  of  a  particular  crime.  And  if 
a  State,  having  made  a  demand  and  obtained  a  delivery  on  the  charge  of  a 
specific  crime,  proceeds  to  try  the  surrendered  party  for  a  different  offenie, 
then  it  will  try  him  for  a  crime,  not  only  not  charged  when  seeking  the  de- 
livery, but  in  respect  to  which  the  delivering  State  has  had  no  opportunitj  to 
decide  whether  it  should  or  should  not  withdraw  from  him  the  protection  of 
its  laws  and  surrender  him  to  another  State.  This  crime,  by  the  very  terms  oi 
the  supposition,  was  wholly  unknown  to  the  delivering  State. 

The  fact  that  such  a  course  is  not,  in  express  words,  prohibited  by  the  Coo- 
stitution,  by  no  means  implies  that  it  is  permissible  or  consistent  with  that  in- 
strument. If  it  be  inconsistent  with  what  the  Constitution  naturally  and  fatrlj 
implies,  that  is  as  authoritative  as  an  express  prohibition.  The  tenth  article 
of  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain  does  not  expressly  declare  that  the 
party  extradited  under  it  shall  be  tried  only  for  the  crime  for  which  he  was 
extradited  ;  and  yet  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals,  in  The  CommanweaUh  v. 
Hatoe$f  13  Bush,  697,  held  that  this  doctrine  was  implied  in  the  treaty.  A 
similar  view  was  taken  by  Judge  Hoffman  in  ITie  United  SkUe»  ▼.  Watti,  14 
Fed.  Rep.  120,  and  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  in  Tha  State  v.  Vanderpod 
and  Jones,  89  Ohio  St.  278. 

Substantially  the  same  method  of  reasoning  by  which  a  negative  implicatioD 
was  drawn  from  the  treaty  of  1842  with  Gr^at  Britain  would,  if  applied  to  the 
extradition  provision  of  the  Constitution,  lead  to  the  same  result.  The  con- 
clusion arises  as  naturally  from  the  latter  as  it  does  from  the  former.  The  fsct 
that  the  State  or  the  nation,  as  the  case  may  be,  demands  and  secures  a  f  of^i- 
tive  from  justice  for  a  specified  purpose  set  forth  in  the  extradition  proeeed- 
ings,  and  for  that  only,  carries  upon  its  face  the  distinct  implication  that  soeh 
State  or  nation,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  provision  otherwise  declaring, 
should  confine  its  jurisdiction  over  the  party  extradited  to  the  purpose  thu 
specified,  and  should  not  take  advantage  of  a  custody  gained  in  this  way  to 
secure  other  and  different  purposes.  This  is  one  of  the  fundamental  doctrinee 
of  extradition,  and  is  no  more  than  is  required  by  honesty  and  good  faith  be- 
tween States  and  nations,  and  is  moreover  just  as  applicable  to  the  States  of 
the  Union  as  it  is  to  nations. 


XTII.  Thb  Case  of  In  Rs  Millsr,  28  Fed.  Rep.  82.  This  caae  came  on 
habeoi  earptu  before  Judge  Acheeon,  holding  the  CHreuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Western  District  of  Pennsylvania.  The  petitioner  claimed  his 
discharge  on  the  ground  that  he  was  unlawfully  held  in  custody  in  violation 
of  the  tenth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  between  the  Govemdents  of  th# 
United  States  and  Great  Britain.  The  following  is  the  deliveranoe  of  Jad^ 
Acheson  In  this  case  : 
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"The  petitioner  was  oonyicted  of  burglary  in  the  court  of  Oyer  and 
Terminer  of  Clarion  county,  PennaylTania,  and  thereupon  was  sentenced,  on 
August  28,  1881,  to  undergo  an  imprisonment  for  the  period  of  seven  years  in 
the  Western  Penitentiary  of  Pennsylvania,  to  which  prison  he  was  duly  com- 
mitted.  In  December,  1881,  he  escaped  therefrom  and  fled  to  Canada.  Burg- 
lary not  being  an  extradition  crime,  informations  were  made  in  January,  1882, 
in  said  county  of  Clarion  against  the  petitioner,  charging  him  with  robbery 
and  assault,  with  intent  to  commit  murder ;  and,  under  extradition  proceed- 
ings had  on  these  charges,  he  was  surrendered  on  ICarch  11, 1882.  He  was 
then  taken  back  to  the  Western  Penitentiary  of  Pennsylvania,  where  he  has 
since  been  held.  Bills  of  indictment  against  him  on  the  said  charges  of  robbery 
and  felonious  assault  were  ignored  by  the  grand  jury  of  Clarion  county  on 
January  17, 1888.  The  petition  alleges  that  said  informations  were  gotten  up 
by  the  penitentiary  authorities  as  a  mere  pretext  to  secure  the  petitioner's 
surrender  to  the  end  that  they  might  seise  and  imprison  him  on  his  conviction 
for  burglary.  The  return  of  the  warden  of  the  penitentiary  sets  up  as  his 
authority  for  holding  the  petitioner  his  commitment  to  the  penitentiary  by 
the  court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  of  Clarion  county  under  his  conviction  and 
sentence  for  burglary." 

''The  application  for  the  petitioner's  discharge  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  secures  to  the  ex- 
tradited person  immunity  from  detention  for  any  crime  other  than  that  upon 
which  the  surrender  is  made,  or,  at  least,  exemption  from  detention  for  any 
offense  not  within  the  treaty.  Now,  it  is  indeed  true  that  it  has  been  held  by 
Judge  Hoffman  in  United  SUUea  v.  Watts,  14  Fed.  Rep.  180,  and  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Kentucky  in  Com.  v.  Edwei,  18  Bush,  697,  that  an  extradited  person, 
under  this  treaty,  cannot  be  tried  for  any  offenses  other  than  extradition 
crimes;  and  in  State  v.  Vanderpool,  89  Ohio  St.  278,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Ohio  carried  the  doctrine  of  exemption  still  further,  holding  that  the  extradited 
person  could  be  put  on  trial  only  for  the  particular' offense  for  which  he  had 
been  surrendered.  Upon  these  adjudications,  which,  on  account  of  the  emi- 
nence of  the  judges  and  courts  pronouncing  them,  are  certainly  entitled  to 
great  respect,  the  petitioner's  counsel  confidently  rely  as  establishing  a  prin- 
ciple applicable  to  and  decisive  of  this  case." 

"But,  then,  on  the  other  hand,  in  United  States  v.  CatdweU,  8  Blatchf.  181, 
and  in  United  States  v.  Lawrence^  18  Blatchf.  295,  it  was  held  by  Judge  Bene- 
dict, who  gives  most  cogent  reasons  for  the  conclusion,  that  extradition  pro- 
ceedings do  not  by  their  nature  secure  to  the  person  surrendered  for  one 
crime  immunity  from  prosecution  for  other  offenses,  whether  within  the 
treaty  or  not ;  and  he  distinctly  ruled  that  no  such  immunity  is  conferred  by 
the  treaty  now  under  consideration.  A  like  determination  was  reached  by 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kew  York  in  Adrianee  v.  Lagraioe,  59  N.  Y.  110, 
where  an  extradited  person,  surrendered  by  the  Government  of  France  under 
treaty  stipulations,  was  arrested  on  civil  process." 

"  The  question  whether  the  treaty  of  1842,  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain  prohibits  the  trial  of  the  extradited  person  for  an  offense  not 
specified  in  the  proceedings  or  named  in  the  treaty,  must,  therefore,  be 
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regarded  as  still  open,  while  the  precise  qnestion  now  before  me,  it  would 
seem,  is  altogether  new.  If  the  treaty  affords  the  petitioner  the  immnnitj  he 
claims,  it  is  by  mere  implication,  for  assuredly  it  does  not,  in  express  terms, 
confer  on  extradited  persons  any  inmiunity  whatsoever.  It  provides  that  the 
respective  Governments,  upon  x^qnisition  made,  and  upon  satisfactory  eyi- 
dence  of  the  alleged  criminality,  shall  '  deliver  np  to  justice '  all  persoiiB 
who,  being  charged  with  any  of  seven  specified  crimes,  of  which  burglary  is 
not  one,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  either,  shall  seek  an  asylum 
or  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other." 

"  There  is,  however,  no  provision  in  the  treaty  guaranteeing  to  the  extra- 
dited person  the  right  to  leave  the  demanding  country  after  his  trial  for  the 
offense  for  which  he  was  surrendered,  in  case  of  acquittal,  or,  in  case  of  hit 
conviction,  after  his  endurance  of  the  punishment  therefor.  Nor  is  there  anj 
express  limitation  upon  the  causes  of  his  detention.  Indeed,  as  to  his  dispoai- 
tion  after  his  surrender  the  treaty  is  altogether  silent.  The  high  eontractiog 
parties  might  have  provided  for  a  surrender  upon  conditions,  but  they  ha^ 
not  seen  fit  to  do  so." 

"Whence,  then,  springs  the  petitioner's  supposed  immunity?  Upon  whit 
sound  principle  can  the  demand  of  this  convicted  criminal,  to  be  set  at  liberty 
before  the  expiration  of  his  sentence,  be  allowed  ?  Clearly,  an  offender  cao 
acquire  no  rights  against  the  claims  of  justice  by  flight  to  a  foreign  jurisdic- 
tion {State  V.  BrewOer,  7  Vt.  118;  Dauc^a  Case,  18  Penn.  St.  87) ;  and  extradi- 
tion  treaties  are  not  made  in  the  interest  of  fugitive  criminals.  In  the  absence, 
then,  of  express  stipulation  imposing  restraints  upon  the  receiving  govern- 
ment, it  seems  to  me  the  intention  is  not  to  be  imputed  to  the  parties  to  the 
treaty  to  exempt  the  surrendered  fugitive  from  deserved  punishment  for  ao 
offense  (regarded  by  the  laws  of  both  countries  as  a  gross  crime),  of  which  he 
had  previously  been  duly  convicted.  It  may  have  been  open  to  the  petitioner, 
when  before  the  Canadian  courts,  to  show  that  the  extradition  prooeedingi 
were  not  prosecuted  in  good  faith.  But,  having  been  surrendered,  it  is  not 
for  him  to  raise  that  question  before  the  tribunals  of  his  own  ooontiy. 
(Adrianee  v.  Lagra/oe,  supra;  Ikm*s  Case,  aupra.)*' 

"  lam  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner's  complaint,  that  he  is  in  castody  ia 
violation  of  the  treaty  under  which  he  was  extradited,  is  groundless.  Hence 
his  discharge  must  be  denied,  and  it  is  so  ordered." 

The  general  doctrine  laid  down  by  Judge  Acheson  in  this  case  correaponds 
with  that  of  Judge  Benedict  in  the  cases  of  CaldioeU  and  Lawrence,  and  with 
that  of  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Loffrave,  It  is  the  only 
ruling  by  any  American  court,  since  the  diploinatic  discussion  with  regard  to 
Winslow,  that  possesses  this  character.  In  all  the  other  cases  which  have 
arisen  since  this  discussion,  and  in  which  the  question  was  involved,  the  courts 
of  this  country  have  taken  exactly  the  opposite  ground. 

As  to  the  argument  bearing  upon  the  matter  in  dispute,  the  reader  la  re- 
ferred to  chapters  VI,VIU.  IX,  X,  XI,  XII  and  XIII  of  Part  I  of  this  treatise, 
and  also  to  Biandfard  v.  1%6  (State  in  this  list  of  "  Supplementary  Cases/'  It  'xk 
true  that  there  is  a  want  of  unanimity  among  American  courts  on  the  sabject, 
and  hence  that  the  question  must  be  considered  as  not  finally  settled  ;  mud  yet 
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the  preponderanoe  of  aathority  is  against  the  view  held  bj  Judges  Benedict 
and  Acheson,  and  also  by  the  New  York  Ck>art  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of 
Lagrave.  No  case  Inyolving  this  specific  question  has  ever  been  decided  bj  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  The  author  of  this  treatise  has  ex- 
pressed the  opinion,  especially  in  chapter  YI  of  Part  I,  that,  under  the  extra- 
dition treaties  of  the  United  States,  and  In  the  absence  of  an  express  provision 
otherwise  declaring,  the  party  demanded  and  delivered  up  should  be  dealt  with 
only  for  the  offense  for  which  he  was  so  demanded  and  surrendered,  and  that, 
his  case  as  thus  made  being  legally  disposed  of,  he  then  has  the  right,  in  the 
language  of  Judge  Cooley,  "  to  depart  in  peace,"  without  legal  molestation 
or  hindrance,  unless  subsequently  to  his  extradition  he  commits  a  new  offense 
against  the  demanding  government. 

This  view  is  directly  the  reverse  of  that  taken  by  Judge  Acheson  in  the  case 
of  Miller.  If  we  assume,  as  from  the  statement  of  this  case  by  the  judge 
seems  to  have  been  the  fact,  that  the  charges  on  which  Miller  was  demanded 
and  removed  from  the  j  urisdiction  and  protection  of  Canadian  laws,  were  re- 
sorted to  as  a  mere  pretext  for  the  purpose  of  getting  him  into  Pennsylvania 
and  replacing  him  in  the  penitentiary  of  that  State,  with  no  intention  of  a 
prosecution  or  trial  on  these  charges,  then  the  proceeding  by  which  the  extra- 
dition was  secured  was  simply  a  premeditated  and  deliberate  fraud  upon  the 
Canadian  authorities,  and  equally  a  gross  violation  of  the  intent  and  spirit  of 
the  treaty  under  which  the  proceeding  purported  to  be  taken.  It  is  not  for  a 
moment  to  be  supposed  that  the  contracting  governments  intended  to  g^ve  their 
sanction  to  such  a  fraud,  or  to  make  it  successful  in  the  attainment  of  the  end 
proposed  by  it. 

The  treaty  under  which  Miller  was  extradited  by  a  fraud  against  the  spirit 
and  intent  of  the  treaty,  and  hence  in  violation  of  it,  is  not  only  a  contract 
between  the  two  governments,  but  in  this  country  a  part  of  "  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land";  and  it  is  the  business  of  courts,  whether  State  or  Federal,  to 
give  effect  to  it  as  a  law  in  all  cases  to  which  it  is  applicable.  If  Miller,  as 
appears  to  have  been  the  fact,  was  wrongfully  extradited  under  this  treaty, 
then  the  possession  and  custody  of  his  person  thus  gained  were  illegal,  and 
ought  not  to  have  been  continued  ;  and  no  merely  local  law  of  a  State  could 
properly  continue  and  enforce  that  possession  and  custody  against  "the 
supreme  law  of  the  land."  If  he  was  extradited  on  a  sheer  pretext,  then  there 
was  in  reality  and  in  law  no  extradition  at  all  within  the  intent  of  the 
treaty. 

And  if  so,  then  the  prisoner  clearly  had  a  right,  under  the  treaty  regarded 
as  a  law,  to  ask  the  court  to  discharge  him  from  a  custody  that  was  procured 
by  a  fraud  against  the  treaty ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  it  was  not  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  grant  his  applicatioa  The  fact  that  he  had  been  convicted  of 
burglary  in  Pennsylvania,  or  that  he  was  suffering  the  punishment  therefor, 
properly  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether,  according 
to  the  treaty  and  therefore  according  to  '*the  supreme  law  of  the  land," 
he  had  been  legally  extradited  to  that  State.  If  he  had  not  been, 
then  the  authorities  in  Pennsylvania  had  no  more  legal  custody  dVer 
him  after  his  extradition  than  they  had  before  it,  and  while  he  was 
in  Canada.    The  mere  fact  that  they  had  obtained  possession  of  him  does  not 
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alter  the  legal  merits  of  the  caae.  If  thej  had  sought  his  extradition  on  tlie 
charge  of  burglary,  they  could  not  have  obtained  that  posaeesion ;  and  henee 
another  charge  seems  to  have  been  trumped  up  to  meet  the  exigency.  Thit 
such  a  fraudulent  pretext  should  not  be  successful  is  apparent  upon  the  Teiy 
face  of  the  case. 

XIV.  — Ker  0.  Thb  Pboflb,  110  Ills.  627.  The  case  of  Frederick  M.  K«r, 
as  considered  and  disposed  of  by  Judge  Drummond,  in  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  habeaa  corpus,  may  be  found  on  p.  181  of  this  treatise.  The  materii] 
facts  of  the  case  are  there  stated  in  the  opinion,  which  is  given  in  f ulL 

Subsequently,  a  writ  of  error  in  the  same  case  was  sued  out  from  the  Sa* 
preme  Court  of  Illinois  to  the  Criminal  Court  of  Cook  county ;  and  in  Maj, 
1884,  the  court  rendered  its  judgment,  affirming  that  of  the  court  below. 
Mr.  Justice  Scott,  in  stating  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  : 

"  On  the  13th  of  October,  1888,  defendant,  on  being  arraigned,  filed  a  plea  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  his  person,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  ask 
immunity  from  prosecution  on  the  indictment  then  pending  against  him,  for 
the  reasons  set  forth  in  his  plea.  To  that  plea  a  general  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained, and  defendant  was,  by  the  court,  required  to  plead  over.  Against  the 
protest  of  defendant  that  he  was  entitled  to  immunity,  from  prosecution  for 
the  offenses  alleged  against  him  in  the  indictment,  on  account  of  the  xnatten 
set  forth  in  his  plea,  and  because  he  refused  to  plead  over,  the  court  entered  a 
plea  of  not  guilty  for  him.  On  the  trial  the  fury  found  defendant  guilty  of 
embezzlement,  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  fixed  the  term  of  punishment 
at  ten  years  in  the  penitentiary.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  entered  by  defend- 
ant was  overruled,  and  the  court  pronounced  judgment  on  the  verdict,  and 
defendant  brings  the  case  to  this  court  on  error." 

The  three  propositions  on  which  Eer  rested  his  case,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Scott,  were  as  follows :  "  First,  that  the  United  States,  by  its  treaty  with  the 
Republic  of  Peru,  provided  due  process  of  law  for  getting  jurisdiction  of 
persons  domiciled  in  that  country  charged  with  having  committed  certain 
crimes,  among  which  is  larceny,  of  which  defendant  was  charged  in  one  count 
of  the  indictment  against  him ;  second,  that  such  due  process  of  law  must 
be  obeyed  in  all  its  term.s,  expressed  or  implied ;  and  third,  that  such  due 
process  of  law  for  the  purpose  of  getting  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  by  neces- 
sary implication,  excludes  any  other  mode  of  getting  jurisdiction." 

The  court  rejected  these  propositions,  as  sustaining  the  doctrine  of  the 
defendant  that  "the  Criminal  Court  of  Cook  county  never  obtained  juris- 
diction "  over  him  "  to  try  him  for  larceny  or  any  other  crime."  The  matter  of 
fact  is  that  Ker  was  not  extradited  at  all  under  the  treaty  of  the  United  States 
with  Peru,  but  was  simply  seized  and  kidnapped  in  Peru  by  certain  persons, 
and  by  them  brought  into  the  United  States,  first  into  the  State  of  California, 
and  then  extradited  from  that  State  to  the  State  of  Illinois  under  the  provision 
of  the  Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  for  its  execution.  The  seisnre  in 
Peru  and  the  removal  therefrom  were  "  without  any  authority  or  warrant 
from  the  authorities  or  diplomatic  agents  of"  that  country.  The  extrmditioa 
treaty  with  Peru,  as  the  court  held,  had  no  relation  whatever  to  this  seisuf 
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and  removal.  It  provided  neither  for  tliem  nor  against  them,  and  hence  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  ooold  not  be  settled  by  a  reference  to  this  treaty.  The 
rale  of  the  common  law  is  that  a  party,  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court,  and  there  legally  charged  with  crime,  may  be  held  to  answer  for  the 
same,  without  reference  to  the  manner  of  his  capture.  (Ex parte  Scottf  9  Barn. 
&  Cress.  446,  and  The  State  v.  Bretoeter,  7  Vt.  118.) 

The  substance  of  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  tnis  case,  as  stated  in  the  opin- 
ion, and  given  in  the  syllabus,  embraces  the  following  propositions  :  1.  That 
"where  a  fugitive  from  justice  has  been  brought  back  to  the  country  from 
which  he  fled,  on  a  warrant  of  extradition  in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  a 
treaty  existing  between  two  Governments,  he  cannot  be  proceeded  against  for 
any  other  offenses  than  those  mentioned  in  the  treaty,  and  for  which  he  was 
extradited,  without  first  being  afibrded  an  opportunity  of  returning."  2.  That 
*'this  doctrine  has  no  application  where  the  fugitive  has  been  brought  back 
forcibly,  and  not  under  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  or  under  an  extradition 
warrant." 

In  reference  to  the  first  of  these  propositions,  Mr.  Justice  Scott,  having  re- 
ferred to  the  cases  of  The  Commonwealth  v.  Hdwes,  13  Bush,  700,  and  The  State 
V.  Vanderpool,  89  Ohio  St.  273,  proceeded  to  say:  ''A  principle  running 
through  this  latter  class  of  cases  has  much  that  commends  itself  to  a  sense  of 
justice.  It  is  that  where  the  extradition  of  a  person  has  been  granted  for  trial 
for  a  particular  crime  named  in  the  extradition  warrant,  the  demanding  Gov- 
ernment obtains  no  lawful  right  to  try  him  for  any  other  offenses,  without 
bad  faith  to  the  Government  that  consented  to  his  extradition,  and  for  whicli 
it  would  have  just  ground  to  demand  reparation.  Such  an  act  would  be 
in  violation  of  both  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  treaty."  This  is  in  accordance 
with  the  view  maintained  in  this  treatise,  and  now  supported  by  a  decided 
preponderance  of  judicial  authority.  The  only  admissible  exception  to  this 
principle  is  where  a  treaty,  In  express  terms,  provides  for  a  trial  for  an  offense, 
other  than  the  one  for  which  the  party  was  demanded  and  surrendered. 

XV.  Thb  Gasb  of  Ik  Rb  Robbbts^  24  Fed.  Rep.  182.— Roberts,  being  ar- 
rested under  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Governor  of  Georgia,  on  a  requisition 
from  the  Governor  of  New  York,  and  being  in  the  custody  of  the  agent  of 
the  latter  State,  applied  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Gkorgia  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  test  the  lawful, 
ness  of  the  custody.  Judge  Speer,  to  whom  the  application  was  made,  dis- 
allowed the  writ  and  dismissed  the  petition  of  the  relator. 

In  stating  his  opinion  in  this  case,  the  judge  said  that  it  is  "  the  province 
of  the  courts  on  inquiry,  by  means  of  Tiabeas  corpus^  to  determine  the  legality 
of  the  detention  of  the  party  whose  extradition  is  sought,"  and  also  that 
**  funce  the  Federal  legislation  of  necessity  is  invoked  to  extradite  the  prisoner, 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  have  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question  of 
the  legality  of  his  arrest."  (Rev.  Stat.  735.)  He  further  said  :  '*  The  courts 
of  the  State  have  also  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the  same  question,  but  tbe 
resulting  judgments  of  this  jurisdiction  are  not  ^necessarily  decisive,  and  do 
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not  oonclade  the  ooarts  of  the  United  States  on  this  Federal  qneotion,  though 
thej  are  entitled  to  great  respect  and  are  strongly  advisory." 

It  was  urged  by  the  Counsel  for  the  relator  that  the  indictment  did  not 
show  a  proper  charge  of  crime,  and  that  the  crime  set  oat,  namely,  grand  Ur- 
ceny,  is  a  felony,  and  that  the  indictment  was  against  several  defendants,  and 
that  there  were  no  averments  showing  the  degrees  of  the  guilt,  whether  u 
principal  in  the  first  or  second  degree,  or  accessory  before  or  after  the  fact. 
To  this  objection  the  court  replied  as  follows : 

"  This  objection,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  would  have  been  dangeroas  to 
the  validity  of  the  indictment,  it  being  a  felony,  under  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law.  The  indictment,  however,  must  be  considered  in  the  light  of  the 
statutory  regulations  pertinent  thereto  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  we  find 
that  in  that  State  parties  charged  with  felony  are  indicted  jointly,  precisely  as 
were  misdemeanors  at  common  law.  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.,  sect.  698.  In  New 
York  it  appears  that  this  rule  applies  to  the  whole  range  of  felonies,  and,  as 
a  consequence,  it  follows  that  principals  in  the  second  degree  may  be  indicted 
and  prosecuted  as  principals  in  the  first.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  oommoQ 
law  where  the  punishment  is  the  same.  Archb.  Crim.  PI.  (8th  Amer.  ed.)  63. 
The  objection,  therefore,  is  not  sustained." 

It  was  also  objected  that  the  indictment  did  not  properly  allege  the  owner- 
ship of  the  bonds  alleged  to  have  been  stolen,  and  that  the  allegation  that 
they  were  the  bonds  of  the  Bethlehem  Iron  Company,  without  alleging  the 
corporate  character  of  the  company,  is  a  fatal  defect.  To  this  objection  the 
cpurt  thus  replied  : 

"  Unquestionably  there  is  authority  pointing  to  this  conclusion.  After  cam- 
f  ul  and  anxious  consideration,  the  court  feels  it  to  be  improper  that  it  should 
discharge  the  defendant  on  this  ground,  and  thinks  it  in  every  view  safer  and 
the  better  rule  to  remit  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  to 
be  tried  and  determined  by  the  courts  of  the  State  in  which  it  was  found. 
The  settled  policy  of  the  Qovemment  being  to  facilitate  the  extradition  of 
fugitives  charged  with  crime,  and,  in  view  of  the  great  importance  of  this 
policy  to  the  commercial  prosperity  of  the  country  and  the  integrity  in  busi- 
ness transactions  between  the  citizens  of  the  several  States,  it  would  ^  a 
dangerous  precedent,  and  as  well  in  conflict  with  eminent  authority,  to  hold 
that  such  matters  of  technical  irregularity  must  deny  the  extradition.'* 

In  reference  to  certain  affidavits  offered  by  the  relator,  the  practical  effect 
of  which  was  a  denial  of  guilt,  the  court  said  : 

**  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  court  in  this  proceeding  will  not  consider 
that  question.  A  proper  charge  of  crime  having  been  presented  to  the  court, 
it  is  our  undoubted  duty  to  decline  to  investigate  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
prisoner.  The  authorities  upon  this  question  are  numerous,  conclusive  and 
adverse  to  the  contention  of  the  counsel  for  the  relator.  It  would  be  other- 
wise were  the  arrest  made  upon  preliminary  process  and  before  indictment. 
In  that  event  investigation  would  be  had,  at  least,  to  disclose  if  there  be  a 
prosecution  in  good  faith,  and  if  there  be  probable  cause  to  suspect  the  guilt 
of  the  party  accused." 

The  final  objection  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  relator  and  oonaidered  by 
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the  ooart  wan  that  the  facts  did  not  show  that  the  relator  was  a  fugitive  from 
juBtice,  to  which  the  court  answered  :  "It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  tliat  one 
who  goes  into  a  State  and  commits  a  crime,  and  then  returns  home,  is  as  much 
a  fugitive  from  justice  as  though  he  had  committed  a  crime  in  the  State  in 
which  he  reside,  and  then  fled  to  some  other  State.** 

XVI.  Thb  Casb  of  Ex  Pabtb  Reggbl,  114  U.  S.  642.  —This  case  was  an 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  from  the  judgment  upon 
habeas  corpus^  of  the  Third  Judicial  District  Court  of  Utah,  remanding  Reggel, 
the  appellant,  to  the  custody  of  the  Marshal  of  the  United  States,  by  whom 
he  had  been  arrested  under  a  warrant  by  the  Qovemor  of  Utah,  issued  upon 
the  requisition  of  the  Qovernor  of  Pennsylvania,  which  requisition  demanded 
his  arrest  and  delivery  as  a  fugitive  criminal.  The  papers  presented  to  the 
Governor  of  Utah,  that  were  also  before  the  Territorial  Court,  were  the  fol- 
lowiug  :  1.  The  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  in  the  usual 
form.  2.  A  duly  certified  copy  of  the  indictmeut  against  Reggel  referred  to 
in  the  requisition  and  charging  the  crime.  8.  The  affidavit  of  Frederick  Qent- 
ner,  to  the  effect  that  *'  the  grand  jury  of  the  March  Sessions  of  the  city  and 
county  of  Philadelphia  found  a  true  bill  of  indictment  against  Louis  Reggel, 
charging  him  with  the  crime  of  false  pretenses,  and  that  the  said  Louis  Reg- 
gel is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  now  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  Territory." 
4.  Duly  certified  copies  of  certain  provisions  of  the  penal  laws  of  the  State 
'of  Pennsylvania, 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  cited  sections 
5278  and  6279  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  then  proceeded 
to  say  : 

*'  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  suggested  by  counsel  as  to  the 
right  of  the  Governor  of  the  Territory  to  have  withheld  the  papers  upon 
which  he  based  his  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  accused  ;  for  the  record  shows 
that  the  requisition  and  the  accompanying  papers  from  the  Governor  of  Penn- 
sylvania constituted  the  evidence  upon  which  he  acted,  and  were  submitted  to 
the  court  to  which  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  returned." 

"  Under  the  act  of  Congress  it  became  the  duty  of  the  Governor  of  Utah  to 
cause  the  arrest  of  Reggel,  and  his  delivery  to  the  agent  appointed  to  receive 
him,  when  it  appeared:  1.  That  the  demand  by  the  executive  authority  of 
Pennsylvania  was  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  an  indictment,  or  afiSdavit  made 
before  a  magistrate,  charging  Reggel  with  having  committed  treason,  felony, 
or  other  crime  within  that  State,  and  certified  as  authentic  by  her  Governor. 
2.  That  the  person  demanded  was  a  fugitive  from  justice." 

"The  first  of  these  conditions  was  met  by  the  production  to  the  Governor  of 
Utah  of  the  indictment  (duly  certified  as  authentic)  of  the  grand  jury  of  the 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  city  and  county  of  Philadel- 
phia, Pennsylvania,  wherein  the  accused  was  charged  with  having  committed 
the  crime  of  obtaining  by  false  pretenses  certain  goods  with  the  intent  to  cheat 
and  defraud  the  persons  therein  named  ;  which  offense,  as  was  made  to  appear 
from  the  statutes  of  that  Commonwealth  (a  copy  of  which,  duly  certified  as 
anthentic,  accompanied  the  indictment),  is  a  misdemeanor  under  the  laws  of 
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PennBylvania,  paniahAble  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $600,  and  impriBonment  not 
exceeding  three  jeara." 

To  the  objection  made  in  the  court  of  original  jarifldlction,  that  there  could 
be  no  valid,  requisition  based  on  an  indictment  for  an  offense  less  than  a  felony, 
Mr.  Justice  Harlan  replied  that  '*  this  view  is  erroneous  ; "  and  having  cited 
the  language  of  the  court  in  Kentucky  v.  DennUon^  24  How.  66,  he  added : 
'*  It  is  within  the  power  of  each  State,  except  as  her  authority  may  be  limited 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  to  declare  what  shall  be  offenses 
against  her  laws,  and  citizens  of  other  States,  when  within  her  jurisdiction, 
are  subject  to  those  laws.  In  recognition  of  this  right,  so  reserved  to  the 
States,  the  words  of  the  clause  in  reference  to  fugitives  from  justice  were 
made  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  eyery  offense  against  the  laws  of 
the  demanding  State,  without  exception  as  to  the  nature  of  the  crime." 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  then  proceeds  as  follows  : 

"Although  the  constitutional  provision  in  question  does  not,  in  terms,  refer 
to  fugitives  from  the  justice  of  any  State,  who  may  be  found  in  one  of  the 
Territories  of  the  United  States,  the  act  of  Congress  has  equal  application  to 
that  class  of  cases,  and  the  words  *  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime.*  must  receive 
the  same  interpretation,  when  the  demand  for  the  fugitive  is  made,  under  the 
act,  upon  the  Governor  of  a  Territory,  as  when  made  upon  the  executive  au. 
thority  of  one  of  the  States  of  the  Union." 

"  Another  proposition  advanced  in  behalf  of  appellant  is,  that  the  indict- 
ment which  accompanied  the  requisition  does  not  sufficiently  charge  the  com- 
mission of  any  crime,  of  which  fact  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Governor  of  Utah 
to  take  notice,  and  which  the  court  may  not  ignore  in  determining  whether 
the  appellant  is  lawfully  in  custody.  In  connection  with  this  proposition 
counsel  discusses,  in  the  light  of  the  adjudged  cases,  the  general  question  um 
to  the  authority  of  a  court  of  the  State  or  Territory,  in  which  the  fugitive  is 
found,  to  discharge  him  from  arrest  whenever, in  its  judgment,  the  indictment, 
according  to  the  technical  rules  of  criminal  pleading,  is  defective  in  its  state, 
ment  of  the  crime  charged.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  preeent 
case  to  say  that,  by  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  every  indictment  is  to  be 
deemed  and  adjudged  sufficient  and  good  in  law,  which  charges  the  crime 
substantially  in  the  language  of  the  act  of  Assembly,  prohibiting  its  commis- 
sion and  prescribing  the  punishment  therefor,  or,  if  at  common  law,  so  plainly 
that  the  nature  of  the  offense  may  be  easily  understood  by  the  jury;  and  that 
the  indictment  which  accompanied  the  requisition  of  the  6k>vemor  of  Penn- 
sylvania, does  charge  the  crime  substantially  in  the  language  of  her  statate. 
That  Commonwealth  has  the  right  to  establish  the  forms  of  pleadings  mnd 
process  to  be  observed  in  her  own  courts,  in  both  civil  and  criminal  cases,  sab- 
ject  only  to  those  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  involving 
the  protection  of  life,  liberty  and  property  in  all  the  States  of  the  Union.** 

"  The  only  question  remaining  to  be  considered  relates  to  the  alleged  ^wimt 
of  competent  evidence  before  the  Governor  of  Utah,  at  the  time  he  lasued  the 
warrant  of  arrest,  to  prove  that  the  appellant  was  a  fugitive  from  the  joatice 
of  Pennsylvania.  Undoubtedly  the  act  of  Congress  did  not  impose  apon  the 
executive  authority  of  the  Territory  the  duty  of  surrendering  the  appeUast, 
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unless  it  was  made  to  appear,  Id  some  proper  way,  that  he  was  a  fogitiye 
from  justice.  In  other  words,  the  appellant  was  entitled,  under  the  act  of 
Congress,  to  insist  upon  proof  that  he  was  within  the  demanding  State  at  the 
time  he  is  alleged  to  have  committed  the  crime  charged,  and  subsequently 
withdrew  from  her  jurisdiction,  so  that  he  could  not  be  reached  by  her  crim- 
inal process.  The  statute,  it  is  to  be  observed,  does  not  prescribe  the  character 
of  such  proof;  but  that  the  executiye  authority  of  the  Territory  was  not 
required,  by  the  act  of  Congress,  to  cause  the  arrest  of  appellant,  and  his 
delivery  to  the  agent  appointed  by  the  Qovemor  of  Pennsylvania,  without 
proof  of  the  fact  that  he  was  a  fugitive  from  justice,  is,  in  our  judgment, 
clear  from  the  language  of  that  act.  Any  other  interpretation  would  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  mere  requisition  by  the  Executive  of  the  demanding 
State,  accompanied  by  the  copy  of  an  indictment,  or  an  affidavit  before  a 
magistrate,  certified  by  him  to  be  authentic,  charging  the  accused  with  crime 
committed  within  her  limits.  Imposes  upon  the  Executive  of  the  State  or  Ter- 
ritory where  the  accused  is  found  the  duty  of  surrendering  him,  although 
he  may  be  satisfied  from  incontestable  proof  that  the  accused  had,  in  fact, 
never  been  in  the  demanding  State,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  said  to  have 
fled  from  its  justice.  Upon  the  Executive  of  the  State  in  which  the  accused 
is  found  rests  the  responsibility  of  determining,  in  some  legal  mode,  whether 
he  is  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  demanding  State.  He  does  not  fail  in 
duty  if  he  makes  it  a  condition  precedent  to  the  surrender  of  the  accused, 
that  it  be  shown  to  him,  by  competent  proof,  that  the  accused  is,  in  fact,  a 
fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  demanding  State.'* 

**  Did  it  sufficiently  appear  that  the  appellant  was,  as  represented  by  the 
executive  authority  of  Pennsylvania,  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  that 
Commonwealth  ?  We  are  not  justified  by  the  record  before  us  in  saying  that 
the  Qovemor  of  Utah  should  have  held  the  evidence  inadequate  to  establish 
that  fact.  The  warrant  of  arrest  refers  to  an  affidavit  taken  before  a  notary 
public  of  Pennsylvania  showing  Reggel's  flight  from  that  Commonwealth. 
There  was  no  such  affidavit ;  but  the  reference,  manifestly,  was  to  the  affida- 
vit made  by  Frederick  Gentner,  which  recited  the  finding  by  the  grand  jury 
of  the  city  and  county  of  Philadelphia,  of  a  true  bill  of  indictment  cliarging 
Beggel  with  the  crime  of  false  pretenses,  and  stating  that  he  is  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  and  was  then  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  Territory.  This  is  sworn 
to,  and  18  attested  by  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  —  the  court  in 
which  the  prosecution  is  pending.  It  is  not  entirely  clear  from  the  record,  as 
presented  to  us,  what  is  the  offidal  character.of  the  person  before  whom  the 
affidavit  was  made.  The  reasonable  inference  is,  that  the  affidavit  was  made 
in  the  court  where  the  prosecution  is  pending,  and  that  it  is  one  of  the  papers 
accompanying  the  requisition  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  and  which  he 
certified  to  be  authentic." 

"  It  is  contended  that  Gentner's  affidavit  that  Beggel  is  a  fugitive  from  jus- 
tice IS  the  statement  of  a  legal  conclusion,  and  is  materially  defective  in  not 
setting  out  the  facts  upon  which  that  conclusion  rested.  Although  that  state- 
ment presents,  in  some  aspects  of  it,  a  question  of  law,  we  cannot  say  that 
the  Governor  of  Utah  erred  m  regarding  it  as  the  statement  of  a  fact,  and  as 
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Bofflcient  evidence  tliat  appellant  had  fled  from  the  State  in  which  he  stood 
charged  with  the  commission  of  a  particular  crime,  on  a  named  day,  at  the 
city  and  coonty  of  Philadelpliia,  especially  as  no  opposing  evidence  wu 
brought  to  his  attention.  If  the  determination  of  that  fact  by  the  Cfovemor  of 
Utah  upon  evidence  introduced  l)efore  him,  is  subject  to  judicial  review,  upoa 
?ULbeas  corpus,  the  accused,  in  custody  under  his  warrant  —  which  recites  the 
demand  of  the  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  accompanied  by  an  authentic 
indictment  charging  him  substantially  in  the  language  of  her  Btatntes, 
with  a  specific  crime  committed  within  her  limits  —  should  not  be  dischaTged 
merely  because,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  the  evidence  as  to  his  being 
a  fugitive  from  justice  was  not  as  full  as  might  properly  have  been  required, 
or  because  it  was  so  meagre  as,  perhaps,  to  admit  of  a  conclusion  different 
from  that  reached  by  him.  In  the  present  case,  the  proof  before  the  Gover- 
nor of  Utah  may  be  deemed  sufficient  to  make  a  prima  fcbeU  case  agunst  the  ap- 
pellant, as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Congresa" 

JuOgtMnt  affirfMd. 

XVII.  Thb  Oasb  of  Frakgib  H.  Cabtbb.  —  The  author,  by  the  cooriesy 
of  the  Executive  Department  of  the  State  of  New  York,  has  received  a  printed 
slip,  which  contains  a  statement  of  the  facts  in  this  case,  and  of  the  action  of 
Governor  Hill  in  the  premises,  and  which  is  as  follows  : 

STATE  OF  NEW  YORK,  I 

ExAGunvB.  Chamber,  Albany,  Jviy  10«  1886.  S 

In  the  matter  of  the  extradition  of  Francis  H.  Garter,  aXias  Francis  McDonald, 

commonly  called  "  Big  Frank."    Decision. 

The  Governor  of  Delaware  has  issued  a  requisition  upon  the  Governor  of 
New  York  asking  for  the  return  to  the  State  of  Delaware  of  the  individual 
above  named.  The  papers  accompanying  the  requisition  show  that  the  party 
named  was  convicted  of  a  felony  in  Delaware  in  December,  1878,  and  aentenced 
to  imprisonment  for  ''  ten  years,"  which  imprisonment  was  declared  "  to  com- 
mence December  10,  1873,  and  to  end  December  9, 1883."  The  prisoner  serred 
only  a  portion  of  his  sentence,  and  on  September  3, 1877,  escaped  from  priaoo 
and  fled  to  this  State,  and  has  just  been  arrested  in  New  York  city,  a^raiting 
the  decision  of  this  application  Col.  John  O'Byme  appears  as  counsel  for  the 
prisoner,  and  raises  several  technical  objections,  and  also  the  further  objection 
tliat  the  period  for  the  imprisonment  having  expired,  the  prisoner  cannot  now 
be  returned  to  prison.  The  technical  defects  in  the  papers  have  been  reme- 
died, leaving  only  the  question  to  be  decided  whether  an  escaped  oonvici  can 
be  returned  to  prison  and  compelled  to  serve  out  the  remainder  of  his  aentenev 
after  the  expiration  of  the  period  for  which  he  was  sentenced. 

The  question  is  to  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Delawmre.  aiid 
it  being  conceded  that  there  is  no  statute  of  that  State  affecting  the  pmnt,  it 
must  be  controlled  by  the  rule  of  the  common  law. 

It  is  laid  down  in  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown  (vol.  1),  page  002,  tbai  if  a 
felon  escape,  the  officers  may  retake  him  "  at  any  time  after.**  The  reeaoa  c^ 
the  rule  is  stated  to  be  that  "  the  felon  shall  not  take  advantage  of  bia  own 
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wrong."  Agreeably  to  this  principle,  it  has  been  frequently  held  that  where 
a  priaoner  escapes  and  remains  at  large  for  a  time,  he  must,  by  the  common 
law,  serve  after  his  recapture  for  a  period  equal  to  that  part  of  his  term  of 
sentence  which  had  not  yet  run  at  the  time  he  escaped.  1  Bish.  Grim.  Proc, 
3d  ed.,  sec.  1882-^. 

The  same  doctrine  is  declared  in  the  case  of  Bx  parte  Edtoards,  8  Crim.  Law 
Mag.,  where,  in  an  elaborate  and  able  opinion,  Van  Syckel,  J.,  all  the  authori- 
ties upon  this  subject  are  reviewed.  The  cases  seem  to  regard  it  as  entirely 
immaterial  whether  the  recapture  occurs  before  or  after  the  expiration  of  the 
period  of  the  sentence. 

But  there  are  a  few  decisions  directly  in  point.  In  the  following  cases,  it 
was  held  that  the  convict  could  be  returned  to  prison,  although  the  term  of  the 
MfUence  had  fully  expired  before  his  recapture.  OMt  v.  The  Cfommanwealth, 
31  Gratt.  777 ;  State  v.  Coekerham,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  L.  204  ;  iZSjj  parte  Clifard,  39 
Ind.  106  ;  Dolan's  Case,  101  Mass.  319  ;  HaUan  v.  HopHne,  21  Eans.  638. 

These  decisions  were  based  upon  the  common  law,  and  seem  to  be  conclusive 
of  the  question  involved. 

The  sentence  must  be  held  to  be  for  ten  years  ;  and  the  statement  in  the 
record  that  it  is  to  commence  at  a  certain  time  and  to  end  at  a  certain  time  is 
to  be  construed  as  a  description  of  the  period  of  the  imprisonment  of  ten 
years,  without  reference  to  the  particular  dates  named.  The  sentence  can  only 
be  complied  with  and  performed  by  imprisonment  for  the  full  period  of  ten 
years,  no  matter  when  it  commences  or  when  it  shall  end,  so  long  as  only  the 
full  period  of  ten  years'  imprisonment  is  actually  suffered.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  the  accused  must  be  returned  to  the  authorities  of  Delaware. 

DAVID  B.  HILL. 


vn. 

NEW  EXTRADmON  REGUUTIONS. 


Gfovemor  Hill,  of  the  State  of  New  York,  on  the  Ist  of  August,  1885,  ahio- 
gated  the  extradition  reg^ations  found  on  pages  405-407  of  this  treatise,  and 
substituted  therefor  the  following  rales  : 

STATE  OP  NEW  YORK,  ) 

ExBCunvE  Chambbr,  Albaitt,  Auguit  1. 1885.  f 

The  following  rules  will  be  observed  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
York  in  reference  to  applications  for  requisitions  on  Governors  of  otHer  States 
and  Territories,  and  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Diatrict  of 
ColumbU.  U.  S.  R.  S.,  §  5278 ;  R.  S.  relating  to  the  District  of  Columbia, 
§843. 

The  application  must  be  made  hy  the  district  attorney  of  the  county  in  which 
the  offense  was  committed,  and  must  be  in  duplicate  original  papers,  except 
indictments,  which  must  be  certified  copies. 

The  following  must  appear  by  the  certificate  of  the  district  attorney  : 

A.  The  fuU  name  of  the  person  for  whom  extradition  is  asked,  together  viL\ 
the  name  of  the  agent  proposed,  to  be  accurately  spelled,  in  Roman  capital  letter$^ 
for  example  :  JOHN  DOE. 

B.  That,  in  his  opinion,  the  ends  of  public  justice  require  that  the  aUeged  crimi- 
nal be  brought  to  this  State  for  trial,  at  t?ie  public  expense,  and  that  he  is  willing 
that  such  expense  be  a  charge  on  the  county  in  tohieh  the  crime  teas  commiUed. 

C.  Thai  he  believes  lie  luis  sufficient  evidence  to  secure  a  conviction  of  the  fugi- 
tive. 

D.  That  the  person  named  as  agent  is  a  proper  person,  a  pubiUc  officer  (ruraunf 
his  official  position),  and  that  lie  has  no  interest  in  the  arrest  of  the  fugitive. 

E.  If  there  has  been  any  former  application  for  a  requisition  for  the  safM 
person  growing  out  of  the  same  transaction^  it  must  be  so  stated,  with  an  expla- 
nation of  the  reasons  for  a  second  request,  together  with  the  date  of  such  applica- 
tion, as  near  as  may  be. 

F.  ff  the  fugitive  is  known  to  be  under  cither  eivU  or  criminal  arreet,  the  f aft 
of  such  arrest  and  tl^e  nature  of  the  proceedings  on  which  it  is  baaeeL  tnuM  ^ 
stated. 

G.  That  the  application  is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  ccXLet^ 
of  a  debt,  or  for  any  private  purpose  whatever,  and  that  if  Vie  requieiHon  apj^id 
for  be  granted,  the  criminal  proceedings  sJiaU  not  be  used  for  any  of  scsid  cbjesU. 
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H.  ThataUpap&rain  dupUcate  Jiaoe  been  eompared  vrith  each  ether  and  are,  in 
aU  fwpeeUt  exact  eaunterparts, 

I.  Whether  the  offerue  charged  is  a  fdony  or  a  misdemeanor,  with  a  eoneiee 
definition  thereof,  and  a  particular  reference  to  the  etatute,  giving  chapter,  title, 
article,  page  and  section,  together  toith  any  amendments  thereto,  defining  the 
offense  and  stating  the  punishment  therefor. 

J.  When  more  than  one  pear  has  elapsed  since  the  commission  of  the  crime,  a 
JvSi  esDplanation  must  be  given  and  upon  an  application  where  no  indictment  Tuts 
been  found,  the  reasons  therefor  must  be  stated. 

1.  In  cftseB  of  false  pretenses,  embeaszlement  or  forgery,  and  all  offenses 
known  as  such  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Penal  Code,  the  affidavit  of  the 
principal  complaining  witness  or  informant  that  the  application  is  made  in 
good  faith,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  punishing  the  accused,  and  that  he  does 
not  desire  or  expect  to  use  the  prosecution  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  a  debt, 
or  for  any  private  purpose,  and  will  not  directly  or  indirectly  use  the  same  for 
any  of  said  purposes. 

2.  Proof  by  affidavit  of  facts  and  circumstances  satisfying  the  Executive  that 
the  alleged  criminal  has  fled  from  the  justice  of  the  8tate,  and  is  in  the  State 
on  whose  Executive  the  demand  is  requested  to  be  made,  must  be  given.  No 
mere  unsupported  allegation  will  be  received  or  accepted  as  conclusive  upon 
this  point.  In  addition  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  required,  it  must  affirma- 
tively appear  what  the  occupation  of  the  accused  at  the  time  of  flight  was ; 
whether  he  was  a  resident  or  only  in  the  State  transiently  ;  whether  he  was 
married  ;  when  the  alleged  fugitive  left  the  State  and  in  general  the  previous 
history  of  the  accused  so  far  as  it  can  be  ascertained  —  in  short,  the  affiant's 
reasons  for  his  belief  that  the  accused  is  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  whether 
he  is  in  the  surrendering  State  transiently,  or  making  it  his  residence,  and  his 
occupation  therein.  If  the  affidavit  be  not  made  by  the  District  Attorney  or 
some  public  officer,  the  District  Attorney  must  certify  that  the  affiant  is  a 
respectable  person  and  entitled  to  credit. 

8.  If  an  indictment  has  been  found,  certified  copies,  in  duplicate,  must 
accompany  the  application. 

4.  If  an  indictment  has  not  been  found  the  facts  and  circumstances  showing 
the  commission  of  the  crime  charged,  and  that  the  accused  perpetrated  the 
same,  must  be  shown  by  depositions  taken  before  a  magistrate  (a  notary  public 
is  not  a  magistrate  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes)  in  support  of  an  infor- 
mation which  must  always  be  furnished  in  such  case,  and  no  application  will 
be  received  or  considered  which  is  based  on  an  information  standing  by  itself. 
Conclusions  will  not  be  considered  except  in  connection  with  the  facts  and 
circumstances  from  which  they  are  drawn. 

5.  If  the  crime  of  forgery  is  charged,  an  affidavit  of  the  person  whose  name 
is  alleged  to  have  been  forged,  must  be  produced,  or  its  absence  satisfactorily 
explained. 

6.  If  the  crime  charged  is  seduction,  corroborative  evidence  must  be  f nr- 
nislied  by  affidavit  of  one  or  more  witnesses  taken  before  a  magistrate  whether 
an  indictment  has  been  found  or  not. 

7.  Except  as  to  the  whereabouts  of  the  accused,  the  sources  of  information 
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and  belief  stated,  moat  be  given  and  the  Teason  why  such  information  ii  Mt 
verified  bj  the  person  possessing  it  stated. 

8.  It  should  be  shown  that  a  warrant  has  been  issued,  and  duplicate  certified 
copies  of  the  same,  together  with  the  returns  thereto,  must  be  furnished  upoo 
an  application. 

9.  In  all  cases  of  extradition  where  the  fugitive  is  beyond  the  juriadictioo 
of  the  United  States,  the  application  must,  in  the  first  instance,  be  presented 
to  the  Governor.  All  such  papers  must  be  presented  in  triplicate,  and  oonform 
to  the  foregoing  rules.  The  triplicate  copies  must  each  be  certified  by  the 
magistrate  and  must  each  contain  a  copy  of  the  information,  of  the  deposition 
in  support  thereof,  and  of  a  fjoarrant  issued  thereon  against  the  accused  for 
the  offense  charged.  Triplicate  copies  of  aU  papers  are  absolutely  necesstiy. 
In  foreign  countries  indictments  are  not  recognized  and  are  absolutely  uselesi. 

In  Canadian  extradition  each  of  the  three  sets  of  the  papers  required  most 
contain  one  of  the  three  triplicate  copies  of  the  information,  depositions  and  one 
of  the  tl^ree  triplieate  original  warrants  issued  thereupon ;  also  each  originil 
warrant  must  be  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  itself  and  all  certified  in  the  form 
given  on  page  145,  sixth  Moak's  English  Reports.  Follow  closely  the  practice 
given  In  this  volume  pages  144-147. 

A  copy  of  the  rules  governing  ITnited  States  extradition  will  be  furnished 
on  application  to  the  State  Department  at  Washington. 

10.  Applications  will  not  be  considered  unless  it  affirmatively  appears  the 
alleged  fugitive  was  in  this  State  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  ofienae. 
Constructive  crime  is  not  within  the  extradition  laws. 

11.  The  official  character  of  the  officer  taking  the  affidavits  or  depoeitAons 
and  of  the  officer  who  issued  the  warrants  must  be  duly  certified. 

12.  The  District  Attorney  asking  a  requisition  must,  within  six  montha,  ua- 
less  sooner  requested,  after  it  is  issued,  make  a  return,  accompanied  by  the 
affidavit  of  the  agent  named  therein,  fully  stating  all  proceedings  had  there- 
under  and  upon  the  information  or  indictment  on  which  the  same  was  baaed. 

13.  The  Governor  of  t}iis  State  will  deliver  over  to  the  Executive  of  any 
other  State  or  Territory  persons  charged  therein  with  crime,  only  'when  the 
demand  is  accompanied  by  documents  and  proofs  which  are  in  accordance  with 
the  extradition  laws. 

14  Upon  the  renewal  of  an  application,  for  example  :  on  the  groond  that 
the  fugitive  has  fled  to  another  State,  not  having  been  found  in  the  State  on 
which  the  first  was  granted,  new  papers  in  conformity  with  the  above  rules 
must  be  furnished. 

15.  All  rules  heretofore  issued  by  this  Department,  in  the  matter  of  the 

extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice,  are  hereby  abrogated. 

Approved  Auguet  1,  1885.  

DAVID  B.  HILL,  Governor, 


These  regulations,  drawn  with  great  care,  are  designed  to  ooofine  the  pimc- 
tice  in  inter-State  extradition  to  the  single  purpose  specified  in  the  Constha- 
tion  and  the  law  of  Congress.  If  the  Governors  of  sll  the  States  ajid  Texri- 
tories  of  the  Union  would  adopt  similar  rules,  not  a  little  oonf Qrioa  and 
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iiregalaritj  in  the  practice  would  thereby  be  avoided.  Most  of  tbeee  Gov- 
emora  have  eome  rales  for  tbeir  guidance  in  specific  cases ;  and  while  these 
rales  in  general  may  be  sabstantially  similar,  they  are  nnfortnnately  widely 
divergent  in  their  details  and  particular  requirements.  It  would  be  far  better 
for  the  purposes  of  public  justice  if  a  uniform  system  of  regulations  were  in 
use  in  all  the  States  and  Territories  ;  and  we  know  of  no  better  model  for 
such  a  system  than  that  supplied  by  the  regulations  recently  adopted  by  Gov- 
ernor Hill. 

It  will  be  observed  that  Governor  Hill,  in  one  of  these  regulations,  refers  to 
the  extradition  of  fugitives  from  Canada,  and  calls  special  attention  to  the 
forms  '*  given  on  page  145,  Sixth  Moak's  English  Reports,"  with  the  sugges- 
tion that  the  practice  there  stated  should  be  closely  followed.  A  reference  to 
the  same  matter  may  be  found  on  page  225  of  this  treatise.  And,  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  lawyers  who  may  have  occasion  to  deal  with  such  cases, 
and  may  not  have  Moak's  English  Reports  in  their  possession,  the  author 
has  deemed  it  expedient  to  insert  these  forms  as  given  by  Mr.  Nathaniel  C. 
Moak  in  his  valuable  note,  found  on  pages  144-147  of  the  sixth  volume  of 
these  Reports.    They  are  as  follows  : 

Statb  of  New  York,     )       . 
City  and  County  of  Albany,  J  **' ' 

Nathaniel  G.  Moak,  of  said  city,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the 
district  attorney  of  said  county  of  Albany  ;  that,  as  deponent  is  informed  and 
believes,  on  the  5th  day  of  August,  1878,  near  the  village  of  West  Albany,  in 
the  said  county  of  Albany,  one  Emil  Lowenstein,  late  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
did  feloniously,  from  a  premeditated  design  to  effect  the  death  of  one  John  D. 
Weston,  willfully  and  of  malice  aforethought,  fire  and  discharge  a  pistol  or 
pistols  loaded  with  powder  and  leaden  bullets,  at  said  John  D.  Weston,  and 
by  means  thereof  give  him  several  mortal  wounds  in  and  upon  the  head, 
neck  and  body  of  him,  the  said  John  D.  Weston ;  and  that  said  Lowenstein, 
at  or  near  the  said  village  of  West  Albany  in  said  county  of  Albany,  did 
feloniously,  from  a  premeditated  design  to  effect  the  death  of  the  said  John 
D.  Weston,  willfully  and  of  malice  aforethought,  with  a  certain  razor,  make 
an  assault  upon  said  John  D.  Weston  therewith,  thereby  and  therewith  giving 
him,  said  John^D.  Weston,  one  mortal  wound  ;  of  all  which  mortal  wounds 
the  said  John  D.  Weston  did,  on  the  said  6th  day  of  August,  1878,  at  said 
county  of  Albany,  die. 

Wherefore  deponent  prays  that  the  said  matter  and  charge  may  be  exam- 
ined and  such  proceedings  had  thereupon  as  may  be  according  to  law. 

NATHANIEL  C.  MOAK. 

Taken,  sworn  to,  subscribed  before  me,l 
August  18th,  1878 ;  and  I  certify  that  1 1 
am  well  acquainted  with  said  Nathan-  V 
iel  C.  Moak,  and  that  he  is  a  reputable  | 
person  and  entitled  to  credit.  J 

W.  K.  Clutb, 

Police  JutHee  and  Juttice  of  the  Peace,  Albany,  iT.  T. 
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Here  follow  the  depositioius  of  the  penoiiB  named  in  the  warrant,  each  com* 
mencing  — 

"  State  of  New  York,  )       , 
aty  and  County  of  Albany, )     ' ' 

,  being  duly  ewom,  deposes  and  says/'  giving  in  detail  the  faeU 

and  circamstances  known  to  the  deponent,  proving  the  corpus  deUcH,  and 
tending  to  show  the  accused  was  the  person  who  committed  the  offense. 

The  depositions  each  conclude  with  the  following  jurat : 

"Taken,  sworn  and  subscribed  before  me.l 

this day  of 1873;  and  I 

certify  that  I  am  well  acquainted  with  V 

said ,  and  that  I  know  him  to  be  j 

a  credible  person  and  entitled  to  credit."  j 

Police  CJourt,  )       . 

City  and  County  of  Albany,  J  **'  * 

The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  special  officers  of  the  district 
attorney  of  the  county  of  Albany,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Albany,  to 
any  captain  or  sergeant  of  police,  or  to  any  policeman  of  the  city  of  Albaoj, 
greeting : 
Whereas  complaint  has  been  made  upon  oath  by  Nathaniel  G.  Moak,  district 
attorney  of  Albany  county,  before  William  E.  Olute,  one  of  the  justices  of 
the  peace  of  the  city  of  Albany,  and  police  justice  of  said  city,  that  on  the 
fifth  day  of  August,  one  thousand  eigbt  hundred  and  seventy-three,  near  the 
village  of  West  Albany,  in  the  said  county  of  Albany,  one  Emil  Lowenstein, 
late  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  did  feloniously,  from  a  premeditated  design  to 
effect  the  death  of  one  John  D.  Weston,  willfully  and  of  malice  aforethought, 
fire  and  discharge  a  pistol  or  pistols  loaded  with  powder  and  leaden  ballets  at 
said  John  D.   Weston,   and  by  means  thereof  did  give  him  several  moitil 
wounds  in  and  upon  the  head,  neck  and  body  of  hi  m,  the  said  John  D.  Weston, 
and  that  said  Lowenstein ,  at  or  near  the  village  of  West  Albany,  in  the  said 
county  of  Albany,  at  or  near  said  village  in  said  county,  feloniouely,  from  * 
premeditated  design  to  effect  the  death  of  the  said  John  D.  Weston,  did  wiU- 
fully  and  of  malice  aforethought,  with  a  certain  razor,  make  an  assault  upon 
said  John  D.  Weston,  and  did  strike  and  cut  the  throat  of  said  John  D.  Wes- 
ton therewith,  thereby  and  therewith  giving  him,  said  John  D.  Weston,  on^ 
mortal  wound,  of  all  of  which  mortal  wounds  the  said  John  D.  Weston  did, 
on  said  fifth  day  of  August,  1873,  at  said  county  of  Albany,  die,  against  the 
peace  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  and  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided;  and  I  having,  as  such  justice,  taken  onoaih 
the  deposition  and  examination  of  John  J.  Harrigan,  Jr.,  Henry  R,  Haskin*. 
Patrick  W.  Murphy,  Mary  A.  Weston,  Mary  Cochrane,  William   H.  Folk, 
Nathaniel  C.  Moak,  George  W.  Warner,  George  D.  Hubbard,  Peter  Kinsey, 
Clarence  Percival,  Joseph  Weston,  Theodore  Qrunewald,  Charles  Lauterman. 
Louis  Dlag  and  George  Beinert,  by  and  from  which  it  appears  that  said  offend 
was  committed  as  before  stated  at  the  place  before  stated,  and  that  there  b 


NEW  EXTRADITION  SEOULATIONB.  748m 

probable  cauBe  to  believe  the  said  Lowenstein  to  be  guilty  of  the  commission 
thereof,  and  that  he  committed  the  same  ; 

We,  therefore,  command  yon  forthwith  to  take  the  body  of  the  said  Emil 
Lowenstein  and  bring  him  before  the  said  William  K.  Clute,  at  the  police  court 
room  in  the  said  city  of  Albany,  with  this  warrant  and  a  return  of  your  doings 
thereon  indorsed,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law. 

Hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril. 

Witness  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  William  K.  Clute,  at  the  city  of  Albany 
and  county  of  Albany  aforesaid,  this  28d  day  of  August,  1873. 

WILLIAM  K.  CLUTE,  [l.  8.] 

Police  Justice  and  Jtutke  of  ihs  Peace, 

Statb  of  New  York,     )       . 
OUy  and  County  of  AUnmy, )       * 

I  certify  that  the  foregoing  paper  marked  '*A"  is  the  original  warrant  issued 
by  me  upon  the  depositions,  copies  whereof  are  thereto  attached,  and  that  the 
annexed,  marked  "  B,"  is  a  true  copy  and  transcript  of  said  original  warrant, 
and  of  the  whole  thereof.  I  further  certify  that  I  have  compared  the  preced- 
ing copy  of  the  complaint  and  depositions  with  the  original  complaint  of  N.  C. 
Moak,  depositions  and  examinations  of  John  J.  Harrigan,  Jr.  (enumerating 
persons  named  in  the  warrant),  upon  which  the  annexed  original  warrant  was 
granted  by  me  at  the  dty  and  county  of  Albany,  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
and  United  States  of  America,  and  that  the  foregoing  is  a  correct  and  true  copy 
and  transcript  of  the  said  original  complaint,  depositions  and  examinations, 
and  of  the  whole  of  said  originals. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  at  said  city  of 
Albany,  this  28d  day  of  August,  1873. 

WILLIAM  K.  CLUTE,  [l.  s.] 
Justice  of  the  Peace  and  Police  Justice  of  the  City  of  Albany, 

State  of  New  York,  >      . 

Office  of  t?ie  Cminty  Clerk  of  Albany  County, )      ' 

I,  Albert  C.  Judson,  clerk  of  said  county,  do  hereby  certify  that  William  E. 
Clute,  whose  name  is  subscribed  to  the  foregoing  certificate,  was  at  the  date 
thereof  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  police  justice  of  the  city  of  Albany,  in  said 
county,  duly  elected  and  qualified  as  such,  and  that  I  am  well  acquainted  with 
the  signature  of  said  Clute,  and  that  the  signature  "  William  K.  Clute  "  to 
such  certificate  is  the  genuine  signature  of  said  Clute. 

Witness  my  hand  and  official  seal  at  the  City  of  Albany,  in  said  county,  this 
[li.  s.]    23d  day  of  August,  1873. 

A.  C.  JUDSON, 
County  Clerk  of  the  County  of  Albany, 

Ukitbd  States  of  Amebica. 

By  John  A.  Dix,  Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

Tt  is  hereby  certified.  That  Albert  C.  Judson  was,  on  the  day  of  the  date  of 
tlie  annexed  certificate,  Clerk  of  the  county  of  Albany,  in  said  State,  and  duly 
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aathoriarad  to  grant  the  same  ;  tb&t  the  same  10  in  due  form,  and  execoted  by 
the  proper  officer ;  that  the  seal  affixed  to  said  certificate  is  the  leal 

[l.  8.]     of  said  county ;  that  the  signature  thereto  of  the  said  clerk  is  in  liii 
proper  handwriting,  and  is  genuine ;  and  that  full  faith  and  credit 
may  and  ought  to  he  given  to  his  official  acts. 
In  testimony  wTiereof,  The  great  seal  of  the  State  is  hereunto  affixed. 

Witness  my  hand  at  the  city  of  Albany,  the  28d  day  of  August,  in  ik» 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-three. 

JOHN  A.  DU. 

Passed  the  Secretary's  office,  the  28d  day  of  August,  1878. 

G.  HILTON  SCRIBNEB, 

Secretary  of  BtaU. 

Canada,  > 

Provinee  of  Ontario,  County  of  Lincoln,  to-toU :  > 

The  information  and  complaint  of  William  H.  Folk,  of  the  city  of  BrookljB. 
Kings  county.  State  of  New  York,  one  of  the  United  States  of  Ameiicft, 
Police  Detective,  taken  this  twenty-sixth  day  of  August,  A.  D.,  1878,  before 
me,  John  Majoribanks  Lawder,  Esquire,  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  tltt 
county  of  Lincoln,  and  duly  authorized  to  act  under  the  Statute  passed  in  the 
thirty-first  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty,  Queen  Victoria,  and  entitled  *  An 
act  respecting  the  treaty  between  Her  Majesty  and  the  United  States  of 
America,  for  the  apprehension  and  surrender  of  certain  offenders/'  who  saiUi 
that  on  the  night  of  the  fifth  or  the  morning  of  the  sixth  day  of  August,  A. 
D.,  1878,  at  or  near  the  city  of  Albany  in  the  State  of  New  York,  one  of  tbe 
United  States  of  America,  one  Emll  Lowensteln  did,  feloniously  andin£l> 
fully  and  of  malice  aforethought,  kill  and  murder  one  John  D.  Weston,  1 
resident  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  aforesaid,  as  deponent  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves, and  that  the  said  Emil  Lowensteln  has  escaped  to  Canada,  and  is  now 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

WILLIAM  H.  FOLK. 

Sworn  before  me,  at  St.  .Catharines,  in  the  county  of  > 
Lincoln,  tbiis  23d  day  of  August,  A.  D.,  1878.         ) 

John  M  Lawdeb, 

County  Judge,  Lincoln  Cowi^. 

The  prelimiTUiry  warrant  can  be  easily  drawn  from  the  final  -wanaat  bf 
following  it  down  to  the  recital  of  the  arrest  of  the  accused. 

Canada  :  ) 

Province  of  Ontario,  to-wit :  \ 

To  all  or  any  of  the  constables  and  other  peace  offioem  in  the  cojMJktj  ol  lift- 

coin,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  to  the  keejwr  of  the  csozninoin  gaol  ^ 

the  county  of  Lincoln  : 

Whereas,  on  the  twenty-third  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our  liord  ese 
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thooBand  eight  hundred  and  eeyentj-thiee,  at  the  town  of  St.  Gatharinee,  in 
the  county  of  Lincohi,  complaint  upon  oath  was  made  by  one  William  H. 
Folk,  of  the  dty  of  Brooklyn,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  one  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  before  me,  John  Majoribanks  Lawder,  Esqnire,  Jadge  of 
the  County  Court  of  the  county  of  Lincoln,  and  as  such  duly  authorized  to  act 
under  the  statute  passed  in  the  thirty  .first  year  of  Her  Majesty's  reign,  in- 
titaled  "  An  act  respecting  the  treaty  between  Her  Majesty  and  the  United 
States  of  America,  for  the  apprehension  and  surrender  of  certain  offenders," 
charging  that  one  Emil  Lowenstein,  on  the  evening  of  the  fifth  or  the  morning 
of  the  sixth  day  of  August,  1878,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  in  the  State  of  New 
Tork,  one  of  the  United  States  of  America,  did  feloniously,  willfully,  and 
with  malice  aforethought,  kill  and  murder  one  John  D.  Weston,  of  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  in  the  State  of  New  York  aforesaid  ; 

And  whereas,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  complaint  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  Emil  Lowenstein  was  and  still  is  in  St.  Catharines,  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln ; 

And  whereas,  upon  such  complaint  upon  oath  being  made  before  me  as 
aforesaid,  I  did  at  the  said  town  of  St.  Catharines,  issue  my  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  said  Emil  Lowenstein,  so  charged  as  aforesaid,  that  he 
might  be  brought  before  me  at  the  said  town  of  St.  Catharines,  in  the  said 
county  ; 

And  whereas,  the  said  Emil  Lowenstein  was,  this  twenty-ninth  day  of  An* 
gust,  1873,  brought  before  me  at  the  said  town  of  St  Catharines,  in  the  said 
county,  under  the  said  warrant,  I  have  examined  upon  oath  taken  before  me 
[in  the  presence  of  said  Lowenstein]  the  said  William  H.  Folk  and  others, 
touching  the  truth  of  said  charge,  and  also  caused  to  be  read  copies  of  the 
depositions  upon  which  the  original  warrant  was  granted  in  the  United  States 
against  said  Emil  Lowenstein,  for  the  said  offense,  certified  under  the  hand  of 
the  person  issuing  such  warrant,  and  i^ttested  upon  the  oath  of  the  party 
producing  them  to  be  true  copies  of  the  original  depositions ;  the  said  evi- 
dence being  taken  and  the  said  copies  of  the  depositions  being  read  over  in 
the  presence  of  the  said  prisoner ; 

And  whereas,  the  said  evidence  so  taken  before  me  on  oath,  together 
with  the  copies  of  the  said  depositions  as  aforesaid,  are,  according  to 
the  laws  of  this  Province,  sufficient  to  justify  the  apprehension  and  commit- 
tal  for  trial  of  the  said  Emil  Lowenstein,  if  the  crime  of  which  he  is  so  ac- 
cased  had  been  committed  in  this  Province  ; 

These  are,  therefore,  to  command  you,  the  said  constables  and  peace  officers, 
or  any  of  you,  to  take  said  Emil  Lowenstein  and  him  safely  convey  to  the 
common  gaol  of  the  county  of  Lincoln,  St.  Catharines,  in  the  said  county,  and 
there  to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof  together  with  this  precept. 

And  I  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper  of  the  said  common  gaol,  to 
receive  the  said  Emil  Lowenstein  into  your  custody  in  the  said  common  gaol 
puud  there  safely  keep  him  until  surrendered  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  hereinbefore  recited  act,  by  the  warrant  of  the  Governor-General 
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upon  the  reqaisition  of  the  proper  aathorities,  or  until  he  shall  be  diechajged 
according  to  law. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  St.  Oatharinee,  in  the  oonntj  of  linooln, 
thlB  29th  daj  of  August,  A.  D.,  1878. 

JOHN  M.  LAWDEB,  [l.  b.] 

County  Judge,  Lincoln  Oo. 

These  are  the  forms  used  in  the  extradition  of  Lowenstein  and  recommended 
for  adoption  by  Governor  Hill  in  similar  cases.  They  secured  the  eztraditioo 
of  Lowenstein,  and  the  same  result  has  followed  their  adoption  in  other 
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Abortton, 

made  extraditable  in  treaty  with  Belgium,  44. 

Absence, 

of  accused  in  demanding  State,  at  time  of  alleged  crime,  entitles  liim 
to  discharge,  488,  489. 

See,  also.  Flight. 

Abuse  of  Process, 

ground  of  complaint  as  between  the  parties  to  the  treaty,  109. 
in  extradition  a  fraud,  415. 

See,  also,  Rulbs  in  various  States, 
when  agent  liable  for,  to  fugitive,  449  et  seq. 
renders  agent  liable  to  indictment  for  kidnapping,  449. 
governor,  if  satisfied  of,  should  refuse  the  writ,  484. 
trick  or  devicu  in  extradition  cases  is,  626. 
use  of  process,  for  ulterior  purpose  is,  627. 
when  will  entitle  prisoner  to  discharge,  531, 533-^7. 

Accused, 

wlien,  may  be  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  256. 
entitled  to  be  heard  through  counsel,  257. 

See,  also,  Fugititb. 

Acknowledgment, 

fee  for  taking,  67. 

Axxtion — See  Civil  Action. 

Acquittal, 

should  fugitive  receive  indemnity  on,  284. 

A.41oumments, 

of  hearing,  when  may  be  granted  by  magistrate,  256. 

grounds  for,  must  be  shown,  256. 

refusal  to  allow,  to  enable  accused  to  show  an  alibi,  261. 

.Affidavit, 

to  procure  subpoena,  contents  of,  67. 

to  be  used  on  hearing,  how  authenticated,  257-259. 

how  authenticated  to  be  used  in  evidence,  280,  281 . 

certified    copy  of,  should  accompany  demand    in    interstate    extradi- 

tlon,  297,  298. 
charge  of  crime  in  inter-State  extradition  may  be  by,  864,  866. 
distinguished  from  indictment,  865. 
copy  of.  must  be  certified,  366-868. 
insufficiency  of  ground  for  discharge  of  prisoner,  874. 

91 
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Affldatrit  —  Continued. 

not  conclusive  as  to  crime,  875. 

by  district-attorney  in  Ohio,  form  of,  414. 

in  tlie  case  of  Joseph  Smith,  the  Mormon  prophet,  463,  465. 

or  indictment  must  be  presented  to  Governor  to  confer  juriadiction,  465,  466. 

must  charge  the  crime  fully,  471,  472,  477. 

or  indictment  must  accompany  requisition,  491. 

Agent, 

of  President,  to  receive  fugitive,  powers  of,  66. 

penalty  for  opposing,  60. 

must  be  appointed  to  receive  fugitive,  227,  228. 

form  of  appointment  ipf,  228. 

has  all  the  powers  of  a  United  States  marshal,  229. 

to  receive  prisoner  must  be  named  in  application  for  extradition,  229. 

to  l>e  appointed  by  demanding  State,  299. 

form  of  appointment  of,  416. 

form  of  warrant  of,  438,  439. 

appointment  of,  authorized,  446. 

fugitive  must  be  delivered  to,  within  six  months,  446. 

must  pay  expenses  as  condition  to  receiving  fugitive,  447. 

powers  of,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  447. 

though  a  State  officer,  acts  under  Federal  law,  447,  520. 

is  protected  by  his  warrant  of  authority,  448. 

is  protected  by  Federal  court,  449,  450. 

when  liable  for  abuse  of  process,  449  et  $eq, 

when  may  be  indicted  for  kidnapping.  449. 

indicted  in  State  court  may  be  discharged  in  Federal  ooart,  449. 

when  cannot  be  sued  in  State  court  for  malicious  prosecution,  449,  450. 

is  a  State,  not  a  Federal  officer,  520. 

Alabama, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  636. 

AHbi, 

when  adjournment  refused  to  enable  aocnaed  to  show,  261. 

Amendments  —  See  Constitution,  Foubth   Ahbndmjsnt,  Fifth  Amehp* 
MENT,  Sixth  Amendment. 

A"<«n*iff  Furandi, 

must  be  shown  in  time  of  war,  when,  196. 

Annulment, 

of  warrant  of  arrest  by  governor,  440-442. 

Appeal, 

none  lies  from  action  of  President  refusing  to  surrender  fugitive,  245,246l 

See,  also.  Habeas  Corpus. 
bail  pending,  not  allowed  in  extradition  cases,  495,  496. 

Application, 

for  extradition,  how  made,  229. 

for  requisition  should  be  by  official  authority,  403,  404. 

form  of,  in  New  York  and  other  States,  405-413. 

Apprentices, 

when  not  fugitives  from  labor,  635. 

Argnellei, 

extradition  of,  contrary  to  law,  1-3,  13,14. 

case  of,  only  instance  of  surrender  in  absence  of  treaty  BtipolatioDB,  6. 

case  of,  stands  without  precedent  or  authority,  43. 

Argument, 

of  counsel  not  to  be  taken  on  the  record,  256. 
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Arkawiaa, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  688. 

Army, 

may  be  employed  to  protect  fagitive,  65. 

Arrest, 

not  allowed,  as  to  person  extradited  by  trick  or  derioe,  183. 

of  fugitive,  wlien  warrant  for,  may  issue,  287-241. 

wHrrant  for.  to  be  issued  by  President  of  United  States  under  certain 
treaties,  243.  r 

cannot  be  made  on  same  warrant  after  discliarge,  246. 

wben  warrant  for,  issued  by  United  States  CuuiiiiiBsioner,  void,  349. 

warrant  of,  what  must  appear  on  face  of,  252-255.  ^ 

cannot  be  made,  pending  habeas  corpus  proceedings,  354,255. 

must  be  legally  made,  292. 

mode  of,  must  be  prescribed  by  State  authority,  292. 

kidnapping  not  legal  arrest,  292. 

State  laws  regnlatinfi^  mode  of,  in  case  of  fugitives,  proper,  811. 

of  fugitive,  prior  to  demand,  provision  for,  in  Maasachusetts,  814,  815,  817. 

proviHions  of  California  statute  for,  prior  to  demand,  338. 

power  of  magistrates  to  make  prior  to  demand,  840-845. 

of  fugitive,  prior  to  demand,  in  absence  of  local  statute,  sustained  on 
ground  of  comity,  841. 

forms  of  warrant  of,  435,  437. 

must  be  made  within  six  months.  485,  439,  440. 

jurisdiction  acquired  by,  not  di8plnc«'d  by  extradition,  443-445. 

if  illegal,  habeas  corpus  proper  remedy  for,  460. 

of  fugitive,  warrant  for,  may  be  issued  by  justice  of  the  peace,  461. 

not  authorized,  unless  party  shown  to  be  a  fugitive,  466,  467. 

when  unlawful,  must  be  complained  of  to  Governor  of  State  where  made, 
493.     ' 

baircannot  be  given  on,  pending  an  appeal.  495,  496. 

cannot  be  held,  where  party  enticed  into  the  jurisdiction,  525-527 

of  party  attending  court  by  compulsory  process,  illegal,  527. 

when  not  allowed  in  a  civil  action,  530. 

when  may  be  had  in  criminal  proceedings,  notwithstanding  discliarge  of 
prisoner  on  prior  charge,  581. 

in  civil  action  illegal,  where  partv  secured  jurisdiction  in  criminal  pro- 
ceeding, 530,  5:i3-537. 

Governor  has  no  general  power  to  issue  warrant  of,  561. 

statutory  provision  as  to,  565.  566. 

See,  also,  Wabraiit  of  Akrbst. 

Arrest  and  Examination, 

of  fugitive,  provisions  of  U.  S.  Kev.  Stat.,  as  to,  62,  68. 

Arson, 

embraced  in  extradition  treaties,  43. 

Art, 

terms  of,  in  treaties  how  construed,  58. 

Artioles, 

added  to  various  treaties,  see  titles  of  various  countries. 

Articles  of  Oonfederation, 

extradition  under,  284-286. 

Ashburton  Treaty, 

obligations  under,  175. 

See,  also.  Tbeatibs  ;  Great  Britain. 
Asylum, 

right  of,  secured  by  extradition  treaties,  82. 

right  of,  secured  for  crimes  committed  prior  to  extradition,  84. 

none,  as  to  crimes  committed  after  extradition,  84. 
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Asylum  —  Continaed. 

right  of,  secared  by  extradition  treaties,  114. 
right  of,  the  sole  object  of  extradition  treaty,  178 
right  of,  assamed  by  countries  making  treaties,  206 

Assassination, 

embraced  in  extradition  treaties,  48. 

when  not  to  be  construed  as  a  political  oflfense,  49. 

Assault. 

witn  intent  to  commit  murder,  extraditable,  48. 

Attainder,  BUI  o^ 

retrospective  extradition  treaty,  not,  85. 
definition  of,  85. 

Attomey-Oenerals  of  United  States, 

opinions  of,  in  extradition  cases,  7-10. 

Austria, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (July  8,  1856),  591. 

Authentication, 

of  documents  to  be  used  in  evidence,  68,  68. 

of  documentary  evidence  in  extradition  cases,  257,  259. 

when  may  be  by  oral  proof,  261. 

of  extradition  papers,  form  of,  in  Ohio,  414. 

Authorities, 

cited,  on  the  subject  of  extradition,  72  et  9eq. 

B. 

Baden, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (January  80, 1867),  693. 

Bail, 

may  be  given  by  fugitive  in  New  York,  819. 
where  party  released  on,  cannot  be  extradited,  445. 
not  allowable  pending  an  appeal,  495,  496. 

See,  also,  Arurbt. 
Bankruptcy, 

fraudulent,  made  extraditable  in  treaty  with  Peru,  44. 

Bank  Bills. 

counterfeiting,  an  extraditable  offense,  43. 

Bankrupt  Laws, 

power  to  pass,  not  analogous  to  extradition  power,  18. 


fraudulent,  made  extraditable  in  treaty  with  Peru,  44. 

Bastardy, 

crime  of,  involves  no  Indictable  offenpe,  548. 

Bavaria, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (September  12, 1853),  588. 

Belgium, 

twelve  classes  of  crimes  enumerated  in  treaty  with,  44 

burglary  defined  in  treaty  with,  45. 

political  offenses  in  treaty  with,  49. 

provisions  as  to  statute  of  limitations  in  treaty  with,  51. 

special  provisions  in  treaty  with,  as  to  crimes  for  which  fugitives  bbaj  be 

tried,  92,  93. 
provision  of  English  treaty  with,  207. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (June  IS,  1882),  628,  626. 
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BeDlgorait, 

right  of,  in  time  of  war,  respected,  196. 
entitled  to  protection  under  laws  of  war,  196. 

Benedict,  T., 

extract  from  opinion  of,  in  Caldwell's  case,  109, 110. 
discassion  of  raling  of,  in  Cald well's  case,  110, 117. 

Bigamy. 

made  extraditable,  in  treaty  with  Peru,  44. 

BUI  of  Attaindmr, 

retrospective  extradition  treaty,  not,  85. 
definition  of,  85. 

BIU  of  Rights, 

of  several  States  not  in  conflict  with  power  of  extradition,  88. 
when  subordinate  to  Constitution,  88. 

counterfeiting  bank,  an  extraditable  offense,  48. 

Blatchford,  Hon.  Samuel, 

as  to  whether  executive  mandate  is  essential  to  confer  jurisdiction,  289. 

Bonds, 

counterfeiting  public,  an  extraditable  offense,  48. 

Bremen, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (September  6,  1858),  582. 

Briscoe,  Benjamin  W.,  Matter  o^ 

review  of,  case,  479. 

Bxitish  Qovemment, 

opinion  of  law  officers  of,  in  Burley's  case,  197. 

opinion  of  law  officers  of,  in  Caldwell's  case,  201. 

opinions  of  law  officers  of,  not  international  documents,  208. 

opinions  of  law  officers  of,  rejected  by,  208. 

text  of  treaties  with,  709,  757. 

See,  also,  Qbbat  Britaiit  ;  England. 
Brown's  Oase, 

review  of,  468,  469. 

Burglary, 

an  extraditable  offense,  48. 

meaning  of,  defined  in  French  treaty,  44. 

meaning  of,  in  treaty  with  Belgium,  45. 

Bmrley's  Oase, 

discussion  of,  as  a  British  precedent,  195-200. 

statement  from  evidence,  taken  by  parliament  in  regard  to,  196,  197. 

c. 

Caldwell's  Oase, 

discussion  of,  108. 

doctrine  announced  in,  158. 

discussion  of,  as  a  British  precedent,  200-204. 

opinion  of  law  officers  of  the  Crown  as  to,  201. 

Oalifomia, 

legislation  of,  as  to  inter-State  extradition,  887,  888. 
text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  640. 

Canada, 

when  certified  copy  of  indictment  not  recognized  in,  226. 

See,  also,  Urbat  Britain. 
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Oanon,  Frank,  Matter  of^ 

caae  and  opinion  in,  541-545. 

Oattle, 

larceny  of,  extraditable  with  Mexico,  44. 

Oases, 

of  extradition,  elements  of,  defined.  548. 

under  extradition  treaties,  are  cases  in  law  and  equity  under  the  Consti- 
tution,  98. 

See,  also.  Extradition  Casks. 
Certificate, 

of  consular  officer  abroad,  when  necessary,  63. 

of  consular  officer,  when  sufficient,  68. 

of  consular  officer,  when  sufficient  authentication  of  document,  257— 2o9. 

of  demanding  Governor,  when  not  evidence  of  flight,  388. 

form  of,  attached  to  extradition  |>apers  in  Ohio,  414. 

of  demanding  executive,  conclusive,  420. 

when  absence  of  seal  from,  will  not  invalidate,  488. 

should  be  embraced  in  requisition,  367. 

OertificatioQ, 

of  evidence,  by  examining  magistrate,  264. 

Certified  Oopiea, 

of  indictment  or  affidavit  sufficient,  366,  368. 
when  conclusive,  367. 

Certiorari, 

when  allowed  in  .extradition  cases,  266. 

will  not  lie  to  compel  Governor  to  furnish  papers  on  which  ivurrant  wu 
granted,  476,  478. 

Charge, 

of  extradition  crime,  must  be  specific,  79,  80. 

meaning  of,  in  extradition  law,  289. 

the  charge  must  be  legal,  289. 

where  must  be  made,  289. 

how  must  be  made,  297,  298. 

of  crime,  a  condition  precedent  to  exercise  of  executive  anthoritj-y  2d8. 

must  contain  all  the  legal  requisites  for  the  arrest,  861. 

of  crime  may  be  by  indictment  or  affidavit,  364-366. 

sufficiency  of  to  be  determined  by  the  Governor,  368  et  seq, 

of  crime,  must  be  made  in  demanding  State,  491,  492.  - 

Ohmrch,  Chief  Judge, 

from  opinion  of,  in  Lagrave's  case,  12. 
extract  from  opinion  of.  in  Lagrave's  case,  135. 
review  of  his  opinion,  136-145. 

Circtdt  Judge  of  United  States, 

may  issue  warrant  for  arrest  of  fugitive,  when,  62. 

Clrcnlation, 

of  counterfeit  money,  an  extraditable  offense,  43. 

Citizen, 

subject  to  extradition  laws,  unless  specially  exempted  thereby,  81  ^  tq. 
in  many  treaties,  specially  exempted  from  their  operation,  48, 
sometimes  exempt  from  extradition  by  express  terms  of  treaty,  79. 
treaties  from  which  they  are  exempted,  89. 
is  a  **  person,**  in  extradition  law,  238,  289. 

Citisenship, 

when  affords  no  exemption  from  extradition,  81  etseq, 
made  ground  of  exemption  in  many  treaties,  48. 

Set ,  also,  Citizen. 
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Civil  Action, 

wheo  flammons  may  be  served  in,  after  extradition,  530,  531. 

when  service  of  summons  in,  will  be  set  aside,  after  extradition,  533,  537. 

when  arrest  in,  cannot  be  had,  530,  533,  537. 

Olark'a  Oase, 

review  of,  470, 

Oolonial  Bxtradition, 

nature  and  character  of,  288,  284. 

Oolorado, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  642. 

Oonunlssioneni  of  United  States^ 

powers  of,  as  examining  magistrates,  248. 

must  be  specially  authorized  to  act  as  magistrates,  249. 

when  warrant  issued  by,  void,  249. 

when  cannot  supply  defects  in  record,  249. 

must  take  testimony  in  narrative  form,  255. 

must  note  objections  by  counsel,  255. 

when  may  grant  adjournments  of  hearing,  2o6. 

jurisdiction  of,  may  be  inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus^  268. 

decision  of,  holding  prisoner,  when  not  to  be  disturbed  by  habeas  ecrpus, 

267,  269. 
judge  of  the  evidence  as  to  criminality,  269. 

See,  also,  Ukitbd  Statss  Commissioner. 

Commitment, 

warrant  for,  against  foreign  fugitive,  who  to  issue,  62. 
provisions  of  Revised  Statutes  as  to,  264. 

Committing  Magistrates, 

powers  of,  as  to  extradition  cases,  248. 

See,  also,  ExAMmiNO  Magistrates. 
Comity, 

international  extradition  matter  of,  in  absence  of  treaty,  3. 
held  ground  for  detaining  fugitive,  prior  to  demand  in  absence  of  local 
statute,  841 . 

Complaint, 

upon  which  extradition  warrant  may  issue,  249-252. 

for  warrant  before  whom  made,  250. 

may  be  made  by  consul  officially,  25L 

on  information  and  belief  fatally  defective,  252. 

Compton,  Anlt  &  Oa  v.  Wilder, 
case  stated,  opinions  in,  533-537. 

Concurrent  Jurisdiotion, 

none,  as  to  international  extradition,  possessed  by  State,  16-20. 

when  State  and  Federal  courts  have,  5,  18,  521. 

of  Federal  courts  in  extradition  cases,  506,  514. 

See,  also.  Jurisdiction;  Habeas  Ck>RPU8. 
Conditions, 

which  must  accompany  demand  for  extradition,  224. 

Confederation, 

extradition  under  articles  of,  284,  286. 

Conflict  of  Laws  and  Treaties, 

in  case  of,  with  State  laws,  treaty  prevails,  102 
with  act  of  Congress,  rule  as  to,  103. 

Conflict  of  Jurisdiction, 

in  case  of  criminals  and  offenders,  442-445. 

'  See,  also.  Jurisdiction. 
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Ckmgress  of  the  United  States, 

laws  of,  respecting  extradition,  7. 

power  to  pass  extradition  laws,  7. 

consent  of,  as  to  "agreement  or  compact "  by  State,  19. 

State  cannot  deliver  fugitive  with  consent  of,  20. 

cannot  endow  State  with  extradition  powers,  20. 

when  legislation  of,  necessary  to  make  treaty  operative.  57. 

when  extradition  treaty  can  only  be  executed  by  aid  of,  61. 

legislation  of,  in  aid  of  extradition,  62-69. 

laws  of,  apply  only  during  existence  of  treaty,  65. 

alone  has  power  to  supply  legislation  to  make  extradition  treaties  open- 

tive.  69. 
conflict  of  treaty  with  act  of,  rule  as  to,  108. 
power  of,  to  legislate  on  subject  of  extradition,  294, 299,  811. 
history  of  legislation  of,  on  extradition,  295,  296. 
act  of  February  12, 1798,  296. 

provisions  of  Revised  Statutes,  as  to  interstate  extradition,  397. 
constitutionality  of  acts  of,  as  to  inter-State  extiudition,  299. 

J»ower  of,  to  prevent  defeat  of  extradition  remedies  by  State  legislation,  900. 
aw  of,  as  to  extradition  declaratory  merely,  810. 

if  law  of,  complied  with,  extradition  will  be  legal,  though  State  law  dis- 
regarded, 337. 

See,  also,  Senate  of  Ukited  States. 

Oonnecticat, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  645. 

Consent, 

of  ConffTess  to  agreement  or  compact  with  State,  19. 
when  State  cannot  deliver  fugitive  with,  19. 
cannot  confer  jurisdiction  in  criminal  cases,  492. 

Constitution  of  the  United  States, 

prohibition  in.  as  to  extradition  by  the  States,  18-20. 

fourth  and  fifth  amendments  of,  not  in  conflict  with  extradition  power. 

82,83. 
construction  of  provisions  of.  relative  to  inter-State  extradition.  545  «t  »eq. 
history  of  extradition  under,  286,  288. 
analysis  of  provisions  of,  288,  293. 
does  not  prohibit  State  legislation  as  to  extradition,  307,  808. 

Construotion, 

of  treaty,  rules  as  to,  52. 

of  treaties,  when  a  legislative,  when  a  judicial  function,  100. 

See,  also,  Iktebfrbtation. 

Constructive  Fugitives, 
law  as  to,  395-400. 

Constructive  Presence, 

not  recognized  in  extradition  cases,  482. 

Consul, 

may  make  complaint  officially,  251. 

when  cannot  be  cross-examined,  256. 

certificate  of,  necessary  to  au  thenticate  evidence,  257-259. 

Consular  Officer, 

of  United  States  abroad  may  certify  papers  to  be  used  in  evidence,  63. 
may  certify  documents  to  be  used  in  IT.  S.,  68. 

Contract, 

rules  of  interpretation  as  to,  apply  to  treaties,  53. 

when  treaty  analogous  to,  56. 

when  treaty  to  be  construed  as,  60. 

extradition  treaties  conHtrued  as,  95,  96. 

when  treaty  construed  as  executory,  when  as  executed,  101. 
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Convict, 

certain  special  provisionfl  as  to  extradition  of,  63. 

wlien  cop7  of  sentence  of,  must  accompany  demand  for,  226,  237. 

Cooley,  Judge, 

on  extraordinary  cases  supposed,  858,  859. 

as  to  how  the  cliarge  of  crime  mnst  be  made,  861. 

Copies, 

of  affidavits  or  indictments  must  be  certified,  8G6, 868. 
statutes  dispensing  with  unconstitutional,  86i3. 

Costs, 

incurred,  when  fugitive  has  no  means  —  provision  for,  67. 

to  be  certified  to  Secretary  of  State,  68. 

how  paid,  68> 

provision  for  reimbursement  of,  by  foreign  government,  68. 

Counsel, 

arguments  of,  do  not  form  part  of  the  record,  256. 
accused  entitled  to  be  heard  by,  257. 

Counterfeit  Money, 

circulation  of,  an  extraditable  offense,  48. 

Counterfeiting, 

public  bonds,  bank  bills,  securities,  stamps,  dies,  seals  and  marks  of  State 
administrative  authority,  an  extraditable  offenee,  48. 

Court, 

power  of,  to  secure  immunity  from  prosecution  for  crimes,  171. 
when  application  for  arrest  of  foreign  fugitive  may  be  made  to,  240. 
has  power  to  examine  papers  on  which  warrant  was  issued,  465. 

Crimes, 

alone,  form  the  subject  of  extradition,  48, 

embraced  in  foreign  treaties  enumerated,  43. 

have  specific  meaning  in  treaty  of  extradition,  44. 

nature  of,  cannot  be  changed  after  extradition  treaty  made,  44. 

sometimes  specifically  defined  in  the  treaty,  44. 

definition  of,  in  treaty  mast  be  strictly  followed,  45. 

whether  extraditable,  ascertained  in  country  where  demand  is  made,  46 

list  of,  must  be  embraced  in  each  treaty,  47. 

certain,  are  political  offenses,  48. 

must  be  specifically  charged  and  defined,  79,  80. 

must  be  established  according  to  law  of  place  of  demand,  80,  81. 

committed  prior  to  extradition,  right  of  asylum  as  to,  84. 

committed  after  extradition,  may  be  tried  for.  84. 

not  enumerated  in  treaty,  excludcid  by  implication,  88. 

how  far  treaties  operate  on,  retrospectively,  89. 

against  State  and  Federal  authority,  covered  by  extradition,  108,  101. 

power  of  court  to  secure  immunity  from  prosecution  for,  171. 

to  be  construed  according  to  law  existing  when  committed,  209-210. 

excluded  under  the  English  Act  of  1870.  210. 

charged,  must  be  clearly  set  forth  in  complaint,  250. 

meaning  of  the  term,  290. 

alone,  constitute  ground  for  extradition,  o46. 

definition  of,  847,  848,  456. 

what  offenses  construed  as,  818  et  sea. 

must  be  such  in  State  where  demand  is  made,  849. 

defined  as  every  violation  of  the  criminal  law  of  a  State,  851. 

if  offense  is,  in  demandino^  State,  it  is  safficient,  852. 

offense  need  not  be  in  State  where  demand  is  made,  352. 

term,  embraces  crimes  at  common  law,  and  also  statutory  crimes,  852. 

term,  includes  mino^  offenses,  857. 
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when  coDstructivelj  oommltted,  can  be  no  extradition,  307-400. 

uuder  extradition  laws  defined,  455. 

whetlier  charged,  may  be  considered  on  habeas  corpus,  463. 

must  be  charged  to  confer  jurisdiction  in  extradition,  463. 

Belling  intoxicating  liquors,  when  a,  469. 

must  be  fully  made  out  in  the  papers  presented  to  tbe  Qoveraor,  471. 

when  indictment  conclusive  as  to,  480 

muttt  be  charged  in  demanding  State,  491,  492. 

charge  of,  must  be  specific,  not  general,  491,  494. 

what  deemed  extraditable  in  inter-State  extradition,  497 

party  can  be  tried  only  for  that  for  which  extradited,  525,  et  seq. 

cases  illustrating  this  rule  in  inter-State  extradition,  528-^^5. 

Oross-examination, 

of  consul,  when  not  allowed,  256. 

Cullom,  Governor, 

text  of  opinion  of,  in  case  of  Gaffigan  and  Merrick,  713  et  seq, 

Cuahing,  Caleb, 

declaration  of,  in  case  of  a  deserter  from  tbe  Danish  ship  "  Skigo/*  7. 
statement  of,  in  Wing's  case,  9. 
statement  of,  in  Hamilton's  case,  10. 

D. 

Dana,  Charles  A., 

ground  on  whicb  removal  of,  to  District  of  Columbia  refused,  806. 

Date, 

as  to  what,  extradition  treaty  becomes  operative,  99. 

Davis,  Mr.  Bancroft, 

reply  of,  to  Belgian  minister  in  Carl  Vogt's  case,  4. 

Davla's  Case, 

review  of,  469,  470. 

Debt, 

use  of  extradition  for  purpose  of  collecting,  an  abuse  and  fraad,  415. 
collecting  of,  by  extradition  process  forbidden  by  Ohio  statute,  421. 

See,  also,  Rules  in  various  States. 
Decoy  Ijetter, 

sending  of,  to  entice  party  within  the  jurisdiction,  punishable,  536,  537. 

Defense 

in  United  States,  fugitive  may  make,  46. 

Definition, 

of  crime,  in  extradition  treaty,  must  be  strictly  followed,  45. 

See,  also.  Words  and  Phbasbs. 
Delaware, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  647. 

Delivery, 

who  to  exercise  function  of.  46. 

when  to  State  authorities  under  English  treaty  of  1842,  281. 
when  to  United  States  authorities  under  English  treaty  of  1843,  231. 
of  fugitive  in  inter-State  extradition  imperative,  291. 
obligation  of,  when  created,  298. 

provision  as  to  "good  faith"  in  demand  for,  in  Ohio  statate  queetion^d, 
830. 
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should  not  be  made  without  the  ofQcial  papers  accompanying  the  demand, 

419-421. 
duty  as  to,  when  imperative,  422,  428. 
when  daty  as  to,  cannot  be  enforced  by  mandamus,  425-427. 
demand,  condition  precedent  to.  547. 
when  the  obligation  of,  exists,  548. 
in  extradition,  confined  to  a  special  purpose,  5^3,  554. 

See,  aUo,  Arkbbt. 

Demand, 

rules  of  evidence,  in  country  where  made,  when  applicable,  45. 

when  more  than  one  made,  earliest  shall  prevail,  when,  51. 

to  third  country,  provision  as  to,  51. 

fugitive  can  only  be  tried  for  crime  specified  in,  71-77. 

surrendering  government  final  judge  as  to  justice  of,  222. 

must  emanate  from  supreme  political  authority,  228. 

in  United  States,  must  be  made  by  the  President,  223. 

on  frontiers  of  Mexico,  who  may  make,  228. 

for  fugitive,  form  of,  228,  224. 

conditions  requisite  to,  224,  225. 

treaty  of  country  on  which  made  must  be  consulted,  227. 

when  must  be  made  by  executive  authority  of  the  State,  291. 

making  of,  not  imperative,  291. 

to  whom  must  be  made,  291. 

when  must  be  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  indictment  or  affidavit,  297, 298. 

to  whom  must  be  addressed,  298. 

provision  for  arrest  prior  to,  in  Massachusetts,  814,  815,  817. 

provisions  for  arrest  prior  to,  in  New  York,  818, 320. 

when  taking  fugitive  prior  to,  declared  a  misdemeanor  in  Pennsylvania, 

822.  828. 
when  fugitive  taken  prior  to,  in  Ohio,  825,  826. 
provisions  of  California  statute  for  arrest  prior  to,  888. 
arrest  of  fugitive  prior  to,  in  absence  of  local  statute,  sustained  on  ground 

of  comity,  341. 
action  of  State  authorities  prior  to,  840-845. 
when  delay  will  operate  as  a  bar  as  to,  385,  887. 
meaning  of  the  term,  401. 
conditions  precedent  to  making,  401,  402. 
discretion  of  executive  as  to,  £)2. 

no  authority  for  unless  accompanied  by  proper  papers,  419. 
general  rul^s  to  be  observed  as  to  making,  402-405. 
a  condition  precedent  to  delivery,  547. 
can  only  be  made  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  548 

See,  also,  Surrbndbr. 

Departure, 

for  purposes  other  tlian  flight,  when  construed  as,  388. ' 

See,. also.  Flight. 

Depositions, 

how  authenticated  to  be  used  in  evidence,  63. 68. 
fee  for  taking  and  filing,  67. 
fee  for  copies  of,  67. 

to  be  used  on  hearing,  how  authenticated,  257-259. 
when  to  have  effect  of  oral  testimony,  260. 
how  authenticated,  to  be  used  in  evidence,  230,  231. 

See,  also,  Affidavit. 

Deputy  Marshal, 

warrant  of  arrest  may  be  served  by,  any  whore  in  United  States,  254. 

See,  also,  Marshal. 
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Derby,  Xiord, 

ground  assamed  hy,  in  Winalow's  case,  163. 

comment  hj,  on  Heilbronn's  case,  188. 

comment  by,  on  opinions  of  law  offioeni  of  the  Crown  in  cases  of  Borlej 

and  Caldwell,  202,  203. 
explanation  bj,  of  Engliali  Extradition  Act  of  1870,  206. 

Dermenon, 

case  of,  74,  75. 

Deserting  Seamen, 

treaties  made  with  respect  to,  60. 

text  of  Be  vised  Statutes  as  to,  634. 

reference  to  decisions  and  treaties  as  to,  684. 

See,  also,  Seamsn. 
Dies, 

public,  counterfeiting  of,  an  extraditable  offense,  48. 

Diplomacy, 

question  in  Winslow's  case  one  of  diplomacy  as  distinguished  from  one  of 
law,  192. 

ZMpIomatic  Officer, 

of  United  States  abroad  may  certify  papers  to  be  used  in  evidence,  63, 68. 

Discretion, 

President  may  exercise,  as  to  preliminary  examination,  245. 

as  to  making  demand,  must  be  exercised  by  Governor,  402. 

general  rules  as  to  exercise  of,  402,  406. 

none  as  to  delivery  of  fugitive,  when,  422,  423. 

when  executive  can  exercise  none,  482,  433. 

Discharge, 

of  fugitive  for  failure  to  extradite,  64. 

fugitive  entitled  to  protection  for  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  232,  233. 

fugitive  may  apply  for,  after  two  months,  246. 

warrant  cannot  be  used  for  re-arrest  after,  246,  247. 

of  fugitive,  when  act  coram  nonjvdice^  454,  466. 

when  to  be  granted  on  habeoft  corpus,  497. 

See,  also,  H abbas  Corpus. 

District-Attorney, 

proper  officer  to  apply  for  requisition,  403,  404. 
forms  of  application  by,  405,  415. 

District  Judge  of  United  States, 

may  issue  warrant  for  arrest  of  fugitive,  when,  62. 

District  of  Columbia, 

application  of  extradition  laws  to,  303,  804. 
special  law  applicable  to,  304. 
delivery  of  fugitive  to  authority  of,  304-306 
when  extradition  will  not  lie  to,  306. 

Documentary  Evidence, 

admissible  in  extradition  cases,  63. 
must  be  legally  authenticated,  63. 
who  may  certify,  63,  68. 
statutory  provisions  as  to,  257-262. 

party  seeking  extradition  must  furnish  translation  of,  20C. 

See,  also,  Evidence  ;  Witness. 

Domicile, 

voluntarily  fixing,  when  not  flight,  381. 

returning  to,  after  commission  of  crime,  construed  as  flight,  486. 
fugitive,  after  extradition,  when  permitted  to  return  to,  558. 
when  not,  559. 
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Doniiilcan  RepnbUoi 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (February  8, 1867),  800. 

Doc  Woon'8  Oaae, 

review  of,  490,  491 . 

J^ows'  Oaae^ 

review  of,  493, 49a 

Drommond,  J., 

opinion  of,  in  Eer's  case,  181-186. 

Dmnkenneu, 

whetlier,  if  made  misdemeanor,  extraditable,  858,  859. 

Due  ProceBS  of  Law, 

this  phrase  has  no  application  to  subject  of  extradition  for  crime,  84,  85. 

See,  also,  WoBDS  and  Phrasbb. 
Daties, 

and  rights,  reciprocal  under  extradition  treaties,  48. 


E. 

Scnador. 

provision  In  treaty  as  to  what  crimes  fugitive  shall  be  tried  for,  90. 

who  may  demand  fugitive  from,  223. 

who  may  issue  warrant  of  arrest  under  treaty  with,  242. 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (June  28, 1872),  612. 

Embezzlement, 

of  public  money  an  extraditable  offense,  48.  ^ 

by  public  officer,  extraditable,  48. 

by  persons  hired  or  salaried,  extraditable,  43. 

Bngland, 

text  of  the  extradition  treaty  with  (August  9,  1842),  576. 
text  of  the  Act  of  1870,  709  et  ieq. 

See,  also.  Great  BRiTAm;  Bbttibh  Ootbrnusnt. 

Snglish  Extradition  Aot  of  1870, 

g revisions  of,  confining  inrisdiction  to  time  specified  in  demand,  75. 
istory  and  object  of,  206. 
treaties  based  on,  206, 207. 
position  of  British  Government  as  to,  207,  208. 

£  revision  of,  as  to  trial,  209. 
kws  under,  not  to  operate  retrospectively,  209,210. 
provision  of,  as  to  surrender,  211. 
provision  of,  as  to  substitution  -for  other  acts,  214,  215. 
not  inconsistent  with  treaty  of  1842, 218-216. 
provision  in  excluding  political  oflfenses.  219. 
provision  in  securing  habeas  corpus,  219. 
text  of,  709  et  seq, 

Sno's  case, 

discussion  of  278-281. 

Snticing, 

party  into  the  jurisdiction  punishable,  526. 

Srvirin's  Case, 

opinion  in,  495, 496. 

Saoape, 

of  fugitive,  provision  as  to  recapture  of,  63,  64. 
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ZSvidonce, 

rule  of,  applicable  in  extradition  cases,  45. 

wlien  fugitive  may  testify  in  liis  own  behalf,  45. 

as  to  wlietber  crime  is  extraditable,  ascertained  in  country  where  demaod 

is  made,  46. 
law  of,  in  country  where  demand  is  made,  applicable  in  extradition  cases, 

45,  46. 
in  case  of  fugitive,  convicted  of  the  crime,  52. 
as  to  interpretation  and  construction  of  treaties,  52,  53. 
upon  which  foreign  fugitive  may  be  held,  62. 
in  case  of  foreign  fugitive,  to  be  certified  to  Secretary  of  State,  62. 
character  of  documentary,  admissible  in  extradition  cases,  63,  68. 
bow  procured  when  fugitive  has  no  means,  67. 
of  crime  governed  by  law  of  place  of  demand,  80,  81. 
Little  &  Brown's  edition  of  laws  and  treaties  admissible  as,  98. 
sarrendering  government  final  judfire  of,  222. 
required  by  State  department  in  extradition  cases.  230. 
copies  of  affidavits,  how  authenticated,  to  be  used  as,  230,  231. 
hearino:  of,  before  magistrate,  255,  262. 
when  forged  papers  need  not  be  offered  in,  260. 
of  accused  when  admissible  in  his  own  behalf,  256. 
to  be  taken  by  commissioner  in  narrative  form,  255,  256. 
objections  to,  must  l>e  noted.  255. 
oral,  to  authenticate  record,  261,  262. 
amount  and  sufficiency  of,  to  sustain  charge,  262,  264. 
to  be  certified  to  Secretary  of  State,  264. 
indictments,  how  far  evidence  of  crime,  278,  279. 
rules  of,  not  prescribed  by  Congress  as  to  inter-State  extradition,  810. 
State  law,  prescribing  rules  of,  when  valid,  31. 
requirements  of  Ohio  statute  in  regard  to,  unconstitutional,  832. 
of  the  fliifht.  must  be  under  oath,  887. 
what  deemed  sufficient  as  to  flight,  387-394. 

that  fuj^itive  is  in  State  where  demanded,  sufficient,  as  to  flight,  894. 
when  Governor  to  be  judge  of,  392. 
State  laws  as  to,  894,  395. 
State  laws  as  to  evidence  of  flight,  394,  395. 
must  always  accompany  demand,  419-421. 
must  support  the  recitals  in  the  warrant,  465, 473. 
as  to  laws  of  ajiother  State,  must  be  offered,  472. 
parol,  as  to  presence  of  accused  In  demanding  State,  admissible,  482. 
printed  statutes  may  be  received  in,  483. 

Zbcamlnation, 

and  arrest  of  fugitive  under  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  82,  63. 
preliminary  discretion  of  President  as  to,  245. 

See,  also,  Preliminary  Examination  ;  Evidence. 

33xamining  Magistrates. 

powers  of,  as  to  extradition  cases,  248. 

who  authorized  to  act  as,  248. 

when  to  certify  evidence  to  Secretary  of  State,  264 

President  may  disregard  decision  of,  267. 

Bzoluslve  Jurisdiction, 

Federal  courts  have  not,  in  extradition  cases,  504-517. 
of  Federal  courts,  exists  only  as  to  Federal  officers,  615. 

See,  also.  Jurisdiction. 

Szemption, 

of  citizens  from  operation  of  certain  treaties,  89. 
of  political  offenses  from  certain  treaties,  89. 
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Ezpense, 

of  secarlDg  fugitive,  bj  whom  borne,  227,  228. 
of  apprebensioQ  and  deliyerj  under  English  treaty  of  1842,  282. 
of  removal  must  be  borne  by  demanding  State,  292,  299. 
must  be  paid  by  agent  prior  to  receiving  fugitive,  447. 

Ez  Post  Facto  Law, 

provisions  as  to,  not  violated  by  retrospective  extradition  treaty,  85,  86. 
definition  of,  86. 

cannot  operate  under  English  act  of  1870,  209-210. 

See,  also,  Rstrosfbctiyk  Laws. 

''Ezpresaio  Unluflu'' 

maxim  appliea,  78. 

Extradition, 

foreign  authorities  on  international  extradition,  8. 

among  European  nations,  S. 

opinions  of  U.  S.  attorney-generals  in  cases  of,  7-10. 

in  United  States,  no  authority  for  in  absence  of  treaty,  0. 

none  in  United  btates  except  as  prescribed  by  treaty,  13,  14. 

State  authority  in  cases  of,  15. 

of  foreign  fugitives,  is  exclusively  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  general 

government,  16-20. 
power  of,  not  analogous  to  taxing  power,  17. 
not  analogous  to  power  to  pass  bankrupt  laws,  18. 
not  analogous  to  the  police  power,  18. 
within  the  scope  of  the  tr«»at>  power,  28,80. 
power  of,  not  inconsistent  with  right  of  jury  trial,  80,  81. 
power  of,  not  in  conflict  with  fourth  or  fifth  amendment  of  Constitution,  38. 
power  of,  not  in  conflict  with  bill  of  rights,  38.  . 

treaties  with  foreign  countries  chronologically  enumerated,  42.  ^ 
text  of  various  treaties  of,  575  et  9eq, 
general  principles  common  to  treaties  of,  43. 
common  object  and  purpose  of  treaties  pf,  43. 
relates  to  crimes  only,  43. 
crimes  forming  subject  of,  enumerated,  43,  44. 
definition  of  crime  in  treaty  of,  must  be  strictly  followed,  43. 
provision  in  treaties  of,  as  to  limitation  of  time,  50. 
to  a  third  country,  provision  as  to,  51. 

of  fugitive  convicts,  special  provisions  as  to  extradition  of,  52. 
power  of  President  to  execute  treaty  of,  57. 
treaty  of,  can  only  be  executed  by  legislative  aid,  61. 
time  allowed  for,  64. 

no  authority  for,  in  absence  of  treaty,  65. 
practice  in  cases  of,  66-69. 

President  has  no  power  to  supply  legislation  as  to,  69. 
definition  of,  70. 
nature  and  character  of,  70. 
necessity  for,  70. 
jurisdiction  in,  extends  only  to  the  crime  for  which  the  surrender  was 

asked,  72. 
opinions  of  various  text  writers  on  general  subject  of,  72  et  seq. 
the  right  of  asylum,  in  regard  to,  82. 
crimes  committed  after,  fugitive  may  be  tried  for,  84. 
for  crimes  against  lx>th  State  and  Federal  authority,  103-106. 
when  State  cannot  be  controlled  by  Federal  government  in  case  of,  177. 
State  court  boun^  by  provisions  of  treaty  of,  177. 
right  of  asylum  as  to,  178^ 
object  and  purpose  of,  205. 
papers  upon  which  secured,  225. 
application  for,  in  United  States,  how  made,  229.  ^ 
rules  of  State  department  aa  to,  229. 
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evidence  required  bj  State  department  in  cases  of,  230. 

for  crimeB  against  State  laws  mast  be  applied  for  throogb  Governor,  229. 

for  crimes  against  United  States  must  be  applied  for  through  Attomej- 

General,  229. 
necessity  for,  in  colonial  times,  283,  284. 
under  the  articles  of  confederation,  284,  286. 
history  of,  under  the  Constitution.  286,  288. 
Governor  of  State,  in  case  of,  not  an  officer  of  United  States,  512. 
elements  of,  defined,  548. 

international,  and  inter-State,  analogous,  550-652. 
to  a  third  State,  when  not  permissible,  558  et  seq. 
See,  also,  Inter-State  Extradition  ;  International  ExTRADinQir. 

Bactradition  to  the  United  States, 
mode  of  procedure  in.  221-234. 

See,  also,  Proceddrs  in  Extradition  Gases. 

Bztradition  firom  the  United  States, 
mode  of  procedure  in,  285-282. 
when  warrant  to  issue  in,  237-241. 

whether  executive  mandate  is  necessary  as  condition  precedent  to,  S37-S41. 
See,  also,  Procedure  in  Extradition  Cases. 

Extradition  Act  of  1870  —  English, 
history  and  object  of,  206> 

See,  also,  English  Extradition  Act  of  1870. 

Extradition  Cases, 

construed  as  cases  in  law  or  equity  under  the  Constitution,  98. 

when  must  be  determined  by  the  courts,  not  by  Congress,  100. 

discussion  of  case  of  Caldwell,  107-117. 

discussion  of  case  of  Liswrence,  118-130. 

discussion  of  case  of  Lagrave,  131-145. 

discussion  of  case  of  Hawes,  146-161. 

discussion  of  case  of  Watts,  162-178. 

discussion  of  case  of  Vanderpool  and  Jones,  174-180. 

discussion  of  case  of  ex  parte  Eer,  181-186. 

procedure  in  —  See  Procedure  in  Extradition  Cases. 

Extradition  Oases  (English  Precedents), 
case  of  Heilbronn  examined,  187-189. 
discussion  and  examination  of,  187-205. 
case  of  Von  Aeruam  examined,  189-191 . 
case  of  John  Paxton  examined,  191-193. 
case  of  Rosenbaum  examined,  193-195. 
case  of  Burley  examined,  195-200. 
case  of  Caldwell  examined,  200-204. 

Extradition  Crimes, 
enumerated,  43,  44. 
are  made  so  only  by  treaty,  47. 

jurisdiction  confined  to  those  enumerated  in  treaty,  77,  78. 
if  not  specifically  charged,  fugitive  cannot  be  tried  for,  83. 

See,  also,  Crimes. 

Extradition  Iiaws  of  the  States, 

text  of  the  various  State  laws,  636  et  seq. 

See,  also,  the  titles  of  the  various  States. 

Extradition  Iiaws  of  the  United  States, 

text  of  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  629  et  eeq. 

See,  also.  Revised  Statutes  of  United  States,  Treaties  and  titles  of 

various  countries  and  States. 
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Zfactradition  Treaties, 

I  maj  be  made  retroactive,  85. 

legal  operatioo  of,  95-l()iS. 

are  in  their  nature  contracts,  95. 

are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  96,  115. 

cases  arising  under,  subject  to  judicial  review,  97  et  seq, 
.^ate  as  to  when  they  become  operative,  99. 

Little  &  Brown's  edition  of,  admissible  as  evidence,  98. 

when  re^rded  as  laws,  when  as  contracts,  98. 

when  subject  to  execution  by  the  executive,  when  by  the  judiciary,  100. 

when  self -executing,  when  not  self -executing,  101. 

remedy  for  violation  of,  by  State  authority,  103-106. 

text  of  various  with  foreign  countries,  575  et  aeq. 

See,  also,  Tbeatibs. 

F. 

Fairfield,  Oovemor, 

construction  by,  of  term  "  fleeing  from  justice,"  881,  883. 

False  Imprisonment, 

agent  not  liable  for,  while  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  448b 
otherwise  where  guilty  of  abuse  of  process,  449. 

See,  also.  Malicious  Prosecution. 

False  Pretenses, 

must  be  clearly  and  fully  shown  to  confer  jurisdiction,  471. 

Federal  Habipas  Oorpus  —  See  Habeas  Corpus. 

Federal  Court, 

construction  of  word  **  crime  "  in,  849,  350. 

may  discharge  agent  from  custody  of  State  authorities,  449  et  eeg, 
ruling  of,  as  to  habeas  eorpve  review  in  extradition  cases,  477, 47o. 
jurisdiction  of,  in  extradition  habeas  carpus^  ground  of,  differs  from  that 

of  State  court,  517,  522. 
when  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  State  courts,  518,  521. 
See,  also,  Juribdiction;  Habbab  Corpus. 

Fees, 

of  United  States  commissioner  in  extradition  cases.  66,  67. 

of  witness,  provision  for,  when  fugitive  has  no  means,  67. 

to  be  certified  to  SecretaJry  of  State,  68. 

how  paid,  68. 

provision  for  reimbursement  of,  by  foreign  government,  68. 

Felony, 

what  constitutes,  347. 

charge  of,  in  general  terms  not  sufficient,  491. 

Fifth  Amendment, 

to  Constitution  not  in  conflict  with  extradition  treaties,  82,  88. 

Fish,  Hon.  Hamilton, 

extract  from  letter  of  to  Lord  Derby,  155. 
ground  assumed  by,  in  the  Winslow  case,  164. 
cites  Heilbronn*s  case,  187. 
cites  Rosenbaam*s  case,  198. 

Flight, 

from  justice  what  constitutes,  878,  881. 
discussion  of  the  authorities  as  to,  881-387. 
evidence  of  the  flight,  387-894. 
State  hiws  as  to,  894,  895. 
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Flight  —  Continued. 

must  be  actual,  cannot  be  oonstr active,  897-400, 499. 
taking  party  from  State  hy  compulsion  not,  399. 
must  be  shown  by  legal  evidence,  420. 
when  returning  to  domicile  is,  486. 
element  of,  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction,  487, 490. 
authorities  as  to  what  constitutes,  summarized,  499. 
question  of,  jurisdictional,  499,  600. 
must  be  to  the  demanding  State,  56^-564. 
going  to  State  by  compulsory  process  is  not,  665  568. 

See,  also,  Fugitive. 

Florida, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  650. 

Foreign  Fugitive, 

when  application  may  be  made  to  court  for  arrest  of,  240, 

See,  also,  FUGITIVB. 
Foreign  Law, 

oral  proof  of,  allowed,  261,  262. 

must  be  proved,  472 

in  absence  of  proof,  presumption  as  to,  472. 

Forged  Paper, 

utterancfl  of,  extraditable,  44. 

Forgery, 

an  extraditable  ofifense,  44. 

in  case  of,  when  forged  papers  need  not  be  in  evidence,  260. 

meaning  of,  discussed,  in  Tulley's  case,  273 

meaning  of,  in  the  extradition  act,  275. 

Form, 

of  demand  for  fugitive,  of  appointment  of  agent,  228,  224. 

to  receive  fugitive,  228. 

of  preliminary  mandate  in  extradition,  236. 

of  warrant  for  surrender  of  fugitive,  244. 

of  application  for  requisition  in  New  York,  rules,  405. 

of  application  for  requiflition  in  Pennsylvania,  408. 

of  application  for  requisition  in  Massachusetts,  rules,  409. 

of  application  for  requisition  in  Ohio,  413. 

of  district  attorney's  affidavit  in  Obio.  414. 

of  Governor's  certificate  to  papers  in  Ohio,  414. 

of  the  requisition.  New  York,  415. 

of  the  requisition,  Pennsylvania,  416. 

of  the  requisition  in  Massachusetts,  417,  418. 

of  the  requisition  in  Ohio,  418. 

of  appointment  of  agent  to  receive  fugitive,  416. 

of  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender  in  various  States,  435-437. 

of  warrant  of  agent,  438,  489. 

of  Governor's  warrant  in  Draper's  case,  473. 

Fourth  Amendment, 

to  Constitution,  not  in  conflict  with  extradition  treaties,  32,  3S. 

France, 

burglary  defined  in  treaty  with,  44. 

extract  from  treaty  of  extradition  with,  138,  139. 

text  of  the  extradition  treaty  with  (Nov.  9. 1843),  575,  577. 

text  of  additional  article  (Feb.  24,  1845),  577. 

text  of  additional  article  (Feb.  10,  1858),  577. 

Frankfort —  See  Prussia  and  other  States. 

Fraudulent  Bankruptcy, 

made  extraditable  in  treaty  with  Peru,  44. 
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Fraudulent  Banratr^*, 

made  extraditable  in  treaty  with  Pera,  44. 

Fraud, 

use  of  extradition  process  for  purpose  not  embraced  in  demand  is,  54&- 
650. 

French  Minister  of  Jnstioe, 

OD  jurisdiction  in  extradition  cases,  74. 

Frontiers  of  Mexico, 

demand  when  crimes  committed  on,  how  made,  228. 

Fugitive, 

authority  to  surrender,  derived  only  from  Ck>ngre8s,  4-9. 

when  he  may  testify  in  his  own  behalf,  45. 

in  United  States  may  make  a  defense,  45. 

undergoing  imprisonment,  when  surrender  of,  may  be  postponed,  during,  51. 

convicts  certain  special  provisions  as  to  extntdition  of,  52. 

when  evidence  against  loreign  sufficient,  62. 

arrest  and  examination  of  provisions  of  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  as  to,  63,  63. 

escaping,  may  be  retaken ,  64. 

discharge  of,  for  failure  to  extradite,  64. 

provision  for  protection  of,  against  violence,  65. 

can  be  tried  only  for  the  crime  for  which  the  surrender  was  asked,  72. 

holding  of,  for  a  crime  other  than  that  for  which  extradited,  a  violation 

of  the  treaty,  81,  82. 
cannot  be  tried  for  a  crime,  not  charged,  though  an  extraditable  offense,  88. 
may  be  tried  for  crime  committed  after  extradition,  84. 
remedy  of,  la  case  of  violation  of  extradition  treaty  by  State  authority, 

108-106, 
right  to  demand  from  foreign  government  purely  conventional,  176. 
kidnapped,  not  entitled  to  haJbtas  eorjnts  in  federal  courts,  182, 186. 
on  borders,  of  Mexico,  who  m.ay  demand,  228. 

from  Salvador,  Ecuador,  Ottoman  Empire  and  Spain,  demand  for,  228. 
expense  as  to  transportation  of,  227. 
agent  must  be  appointed  to  receive,  227,  228. 
entitled  to  protection  while  in  custody,  282. 
right  of,  to  indemnity  on  acquittal,  284. 

when  application  for  atrest  of,  may  be  made  to  the  court  in  the  first  in- 
stance, 240. 
provisions  of  Revised  Statutes  as  to  surrender  of,  248. 
provisions  as  to  recapture  of,  248. 

may  apply  for  discharge  two  months  after  commitment,  246. 
under  English  Act  of  1870,  has  fifteen  days  to  apply  for  hdbeai  eorpui, 

247. 
entitled  to  discharge,  where  complaint  defective,  251. 
may  be  arrested  anywhere  in  United  States,  when.  254. 
cannot  be  arrested  pending  habeas  corpus  proceedings,  254,  255. 
entitled  to  be  heard  through  counsel,  257. 
amount  and  sufficiency  of  evidence  as  to,  262-264. 
delivery  of,  to  territorial  authorities,  802,  808. 
delivery  of,  to  District  of  Columbia,  804-806. 

by  virtue  of  the  Constitution,  may  be  held  until  demand  made,  848  et  seq. 
when  surrender  of,  cannot  be  made  compulsory,  850. 
one  leaving  State,  to  attend  to  duties  as  a  Senator,  is  a  State  agent  not  a 

fugitive.  884.  885. 
by  construction  or  implication,  895-400. 

party  coming  voluntarily  into  the  State  when  may  be  tried,  806,  899. 
person  not  in  demanding  State  at  time  of  alleged  crime,  is  not,  488,  489. 
after  extradition,  when  cannot  be  extradited,  558. 

See,  also,  Fliqht. 
Fu£^itlve  Slaves, 

aarrender  of,  under  extradition  law,  299,  800. 
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G. 

Qenet,  French  ICinlster, 

application  for  extradition  hj,  refused,  5. 

Qenuineness, 

of  papers,  when  to  be  so  deemed  by  executive,  4S1,  4S2. 

See,  also,  Documentary  Evidemcb. 
Qennany, 

provision  of  English  treaty  with,  207. 

See,  also,  Prussia  ai4d  othrk  States. 

Oeorgia,  J 

text  of  extradition,  statutes  of,  652.  I 

Good  Faith.  ' 

question  of,  can  be  raised  only  bj  the  treaty-making  governments,  142,143. 
between  the  States,  always  an  element  in  extradition,  537,  545, 5ti),  550. 

Goods  and  Chattels, 

larceny  of,  extraditable  with  Mexico,  44. 

Qovemor, 

of  a  State,  is  a  State,  not  a  Federal  officer,  801 . 

when  cannot  be  compelled  to  act  by  mandamus^  801 . 

power  of  Congress  to  impose  duty  on,  302. 

when  cannot  be  compelled  to  surrender  fugitive,  850. 

certificate  of,  when  conclusive,  367,  368. 

must  pass  on  sufficiency  of  charge,  868  et  $eq, 

mode  in  which  to  ascertain  whether  crime  is  set  forth,  872. 

when  to  decide  as  to  whether  party  is  a  fugitive,  886,  887. 

making  demand,  when  certificate  of,  not  evidence  of  flight,  888. 

when  to  act  as  judge  of  the  evidence,  392. 

State  laws  as  to  evidence  of  flight,  for  guidance  of,  894,  895. 

must  exercise  discretion  as  to  making  demand.  402. 

general  rules  for  guidance  of,  as  to  demand,  402,  405. 

must  issue  warrant  in  extradition  cases,  424. 

duty  to  issue  warrant  cannot  be  enforced  by  mandamus,  425. 

moral  duty  of,  as  to  issuing  warrant  of  extradition,  427-42;l. 

duty  of,  in  extradition  cases,  not  ministerial  merely,  480. 

does  he,  in  extradition  cases,  act  judicially,  482—484. 

questions  to  be  decided  by,  upon  receiving  requisition,  431-4S2. 

when  duty  of,  imperative,  482,  438. 

may  grant  rehearing  and  revoke  warrant,  440,  442. 

successor  of,  may  revoke  warrant  of  predecessor,  441. 

can  only  act  on  affidavit  or  indictment,  465,  466. 

cannot  be  compelled  to  furnish  papers  on  which  warrant   ^waa  granted, 
476.  478. 

in  inter-State  extradition,  acts  under  authority  of  United  States*  502w 

in  extradition  cases,  is  not  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  509-512. 

does  not  become  Federal  officer,  for  purposes  of  extradition,  514. 

has  no  general  power  to  isue  warrant  of  arrest,  561. 

statutory  provision  as  to,  565,  566. 

See,  also.  State. 
Grand  Jury, 

extradition,  not  inconsistent  with  right  to  indictment  by,  83,  84. 

See,  also,  Juht  Trial  bt. 
Ghreat  Britain, 

treaty  of,  with  United  States,  1794,  4. 

terms  of  treaty  of  1794,  with,  64. 

terms  and  treaty  of  1842,  with.  57. 

provisions  in  treaty  of,  limiting  jurisdiction,  75,  76. 

article  10  of  treaty  of  1842,  with,  construed,  153,  165,  175. 

text  of  English  extradition  act  of  1870, 709  et  neq. 

text  of  the  extradition  treaty  with  (August  9,  1842),  575. 

See,  also,  England. 
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Ghurantee, 

aa  to  prisoner'a  rights,  contemplated  by  tbe  English  Act  of  1870,  312.  218. 

H. 

Habeas  Oorpns, 

proceeding  in  case  of  George  Holmes,  4,  5i 

under  English  Act  of  1870.  fugitive  must  be  informed  that  he  has  a 

right  to,  69. 
fugitive,  when  entitled  to  writ  of,  103-106. 

Federal  court  has  no  jarisdiction  to  grant  where  fugitive  has  been  kid- 
napped, 182,  186. 
right  of.  secured  under  the  English  Act  of  1870,  219. 
provisions  of  Revised  Statutes  as  to,  in  extradition  cases,  268,  284. 
where  writ  dismissed,  second  writ  may  issue.  287. 
courts  may  review  action  of  President  bj ,  247. 
under  English  Act  fugitive  has  fifteen  days  fo  apply  for,  247. 
second  arrest  cannot  be  made,  pending  proceedings  on ,  254,  255. 
right  of,  after  commitment  and  prior  to  President's  warrant,  265-269. 
dismissal  of,  prior  to  commitment  no  bar  to  writ  after  commitment.  266. 
in  case  of  TuUy,  271. 

State  laws  defining  rules  as  to.  when  proper,  810,  811. 
when  confined  to  question  of  identity  under  Pennsylvania  statute,  822, 824. 
accused  must  have  reasonable  opportunity  to  apply  for,  440. 
when  grounds  of  revocation  of  warrant  will  not  be  inquired  into  on,  441 . 
lies    from    Federal    court,    to    discharge    agent    from  custody  of  State 

authorities,  449,  450. 
right  to  issue  the  writ,  458, 469. 
meaning  of  term.  458. 
questions  raised  by,  458. 

various  cases  of,  considered  and  discussed,  460  et  seq, 
question  as  to  whether  crime  is  charged,  may  be  decided  on,  468. 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  examine  papers  on  whic^  warrant  was  issued,  465. 
when  court  has  no  power  to  issue,  477. 
review  by,  ruling  of  Federal  court  as  to,  477,  478,  479. 
when  State,  as  distinguished  from  Federal  officer,  cannot  issue,  488. 
Federal  courts  have  jurisdiction  by,  in  cases  of  inter-State  extradition,  490. 
return  to,  must  show  detention  was  legal  at  time  writ  was  served,  491. 
purpose  of,  in  extradition  cases,  496. 
court  may  review  all  the  papers  before  it,  in,  498. 
question  as  to  the  flight  from  justice  may  be  considered  on,  499, 500. 
writ  of,  may  be  issued  by  State  court  in  extradition  cases,  528. 
Fedrral  Habeas  Ck>RFUs. 
proper  when  party  detained  under  color  of  authority  of  United  States, 

501^504. 
provided  for  in  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  608. 
when  jurisdiction  as  to,  exclusive  of  State  court,  506,  614. 
Statr  Habeas  Ck>RFUs. 
jurisdiction  of  State  courts  as  to,  discussed,  504  et  seq, 
none  where  party  is  held  by  officer  of  United  States,  614. 
ground  of,  defined,  517,  522. 


text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (January  18, 1865),  688. 

Barlan,  Jostioe, 

opinion  of.  in  Robb*s  case,  620-624. 

Hartman  v.  Aveline. 
review  of  case,  487. 

SCaivailan  Islands, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (December  20, 1849),  678. 

See,  also,  Sakdwich  Islands. 
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Bayti, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (Xovember  3, 1864),  699. 

Hearing, 

in  extradition  caaes,  where  and  how  held,  66. 
character  of  documentary  evidence  to  be  used  on,  68. 
on  arrest  of  fugitive,  statutory  provisions  as  to,  255-262. 
second  may  be  had,  and  warrant  revoked,  440-442. 

See,  also,  Adjoukjniisnts;  Eyidskcb;  WiTMBSflw 

Sefiter, 

on  jurisdiction  in  extradition  cases,  74. 

Hellbronn's  Case, 

discussion  of,  as  a  British  precedent,  187-189. 

EUbler  v.  The  State, 
case  stated,  488. 

Hoffinan,  T., 

opinion  of,  in  Watts'  case,  162-172. 

Holmes,  Oeorge, 

extradition  of,  declined  by  the  United  States  in  absence  of  treaty,  4 
habeas  corpus  proceedings  in  case  of,  4,  6. 
case  of,  commented  on,  20-23. 

Hooper's  Case, 

review  of,  485. 

I. 

Identity, 

legisla  on  as  to  rule  of  evidence  to  define,  proper,  810. 

when  ?iabeas  corpus  in  Pennsylvania  confined  to  question  of»  S22, 824. 

question  of,  under  statutes  of  Indiana,  338. 

what  sufficient  proof  of,  479. 

question  of,  always  before  the  oonrt,  498. 

Illinois, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  653. 

Implloation, 

rule  as  to,  in  extradition  eases,  177,  178. 
from  legislation,  rule  as  to,  178. 
in  extradition  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  154. 
when  party  a  fugitive  by,  395-400. 

Imprisonment, 

when  surrender  of  fugitive  mav  be  postponed  during,  51. 

See,  also,  Arrest. 

Indenmity, 

right  of  fugitive  to,  on  acquittal,  234. 

Indian, 

chief  of  tribe  of,  cannot  demand  extradition,  494*495. 

Indian  tribes, 

power  to  make  treaties  with,  27. 

Indiana, 

power  of  magistrate  under  statute  of,  838. 
reference  to  statute  of,  as  to  evidence  of  flight,  395. 
text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  657. 

Indictment, 

when  certified  copy  of,  not  recognized  in  Canada,  226. 
when  copy  of,  necessary  in  extradition  cases,  230. 
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Indictment  —  Continued. 

not  deemed  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  eharffe,  278, 279. 

certified  copj  of,  should  accompany  demand  in  iuter-State  extradition, 

297,  298. 
charge  of  crime  in  inter-State  extradition  may  be  by,  864,  866. 
dis«iQguished  from  affidavit,  865. 
copy  of,  must  be  certified,  866-368. 

or  affidavit  must  be  presented  to  Qovemor  to  confer  jurisdiction,  465,  466. 
when  coDclusive  as  to  crime  charged,  480. 
when  iuformation  equivalent  to,  485. 
or  affidavit  must  accompany  warrant,  491. 

See,  also,  Infobmatioh. 

Inlmtiolde, 

au  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Information, 

as  a  mode  of  charging  crime,  868. 
when  equivalent  to  an  indictment,  485. 

See,  also,  Indictm Birr. 

Information  and  Belief^ 

complaint  on,  insufficient,  252. 

Ix\Juries, 

on  railroads,  to  telegraphs,  or  in  mines,  when  extraditable,  44. 

International  Bztradition, 

analogous  to  inter-State  extradition,  550-552. 

must  be  eovemed  by  special  treaty,  8. 

none  in  absence  of  treaty  stipulations,  9. 

whether  States  of  the  union  possess  the  power,  15 ,  16. 

can  be  exercised  only  by  the  general  government,  not  by  a  State,  16-20. 

power  of,  cannot  be  exercised  by  State  concurrently  with  general  govern- 
ment, 17,  18. 

States  prohibited  from  exercising,  by  the  Constitution,  18. 

State  statute  authorizing,  declared  void,  28.  24. 

provision  of  Revised  Statutes  of  United  States  as  to,  62-69. 

time  allowed  for,  64. 

no  authority  for,  in  absence  of  treaty,  65. 

recapitulation  as  to  general  principles,  107, 108. 

none  in  the  absence  of  treaty  stipulations,  156. 

not  dislingaished  from  inter-State  extradition  as  to  service  of  subsequent 
process,  532,  545. 

Inter-State, 

term  indicates  a  transaction  between  Sovereign  States,  547. 

Inter-State  Bztradition, 

extradition  in  Colonial  times,  283, 284. 

extradition  under  the  articles  of  Confederation,  284,  286. 

history  of  extradition  under  the  Constitution,  286-288. 

analysis  of  the  constitutional  provision  as  to,  286,  288. 

provisions  of  Constitution  as  to,  not  self-executing,  298. 

nistory  of  legislation  of  Congress  as  to,  295,  296. 

the  act  of  February  12,  1798,  296. 

copy  of  indictment  or  affidavit  should  accompany  demand,  297,  298. 

constitutionality  of  federal  legislation  as  to,  299. 

application  of,  to  territories,  802. 

law  of,  as  to  District  of  Columbia,  804. 

State  legislation  as  to,  when  legal,  807-809. 

federal  legislation  as  to.  declaratory  merely,  810. 

Massachusetts  statutes  in  regard  to,  818-318. 

New  York  statutes  in  regard  to,  318.  319. 

Pennsylvania  statutes  in  regard  to,  321-323. 
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Ohio  statutes  in  regard  to,  334.  337. 
validity  of  Ohio  legislation  discussed,  827,  837. 
when  legal,  though  State  law  not  fully  complied  with,  837. 
Califorma  sUtutes  in  regard  to,  837,  838. 
power  of  magistrate  under  Indiana  statute,  888. 
power  of  State  authority  in  the  absence  of  State  legifllation,  389,  345. 
crime  alone  constitutes  ground  for,  846. 
treason  and  felony,  346, 347. 
embraces  political  offenses,  851. 
when  grade  of  the  offense  no  objection  to,  8S8. 
mode  in  which  the  ch^ge  of  crime  must  be  made,  861, 864. 
the  flight  from  justice,  what  constitutes,  378-881. 
discussion  of  the  authorities  as  to,  881-887. 
evidence  of  the  flight,  887-894. 
State  laws  as  to  the  flight,  394. 895. 
nature  and  character  of  the  demand,  401. 
conditions  precedent  to  making  demand,  401, 402. 
discretion  of  executive  as  to  demand,  40^. 
forms  and  rules  governing  application  for  requisition,  405-413L 
the  papers  accompanying  the  demand,  419-421. 
the  executive  delivery,  422-427. 
questions  arising  upon  a  requisition  in,  431,  482. 
the  executive  warrant,  435,  440. 
conflict  of  jurisdiction  in,  442-445. 
the  transportation  of  the  fugitive,  446  et  teq. 
review  by  habeas  eorpuB,  458  et  seq, 
federal  and  State  habeoB  corpna  considered,  501  et  teq, 
nature  and  character  of,  considered.  513. 
as  distinguished  from  cases  controlled  by  federal  oflScers,  515. 
when  person  extradited  for  one  crime,  cannot  be  tried  for  another,  521 

et9eq. 
not  distinguished  from  international  extradition  as  to  service  of  sabw* 

quent  process,  532,  545. 
elements  of,  defined,  548. 

jurisdiction  obtained  in.  limited  to  purpose  for  which  obtained,  664. 
the  question  still  unsettled,  556. 557. 
analogous  to  international  extradition,  550-552. 
provisions  of  Constitution  relative  to,  considered,  545  et  aeq. 
See,  also,  Extradition  ;  Intbbkational  Extradittok. 

Interpretation, 

of  treaty,  rules  as  to,  52. 

ordinary  use  of  language  must  be  followed,  58. 
of  extradition  treaties  in  the  light  of  legislative  enactments,  86,  ^. 
See,  also,  Construction  ;  Words  and  Phrabbs. 

Intoxication  —  See  LiquOR  Law,  Drunkennsbs. 

Iowa, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  658. 

Italy, 

provision  of  treaty,  as  to  crimes  committed  prior  to  sarrenaer,  91. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (March  23,  1868),  601. 
text  of  additional  article  (January  21.  1869),  603. 

And  see  Two  Sicilies. 

J- 

Jackson,  J., 

opinion  of.  in  Hawes'  case,  146-148. 

Jackson's  Case. 

review  of,  466,  467. 
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Jeflfenoii,  Thomas, 

views  of,  respecting  international  extradition.  6,  0. 

Jenniflon,  Qovemor, 

issaes  warrant  for  arrest  of  Qeorge  Holmes,  20. 

Jonathan  Robbina, 

account  of  case  of,  55. 

no  authority  for  surrender  of,  57. 

Johnson,  Chief  Justice, 

opinion  of,  in  Vanderpool  and  Jones'  case,  174-180. 

Jones  and  Atkinson's  Oase,  # 

review  of,  487. 

Jones  and  Vanderpool's  Oase, 

discussion  of,  174-180. 

Joseph  Smith, 

case  of,  considered  and  discussed,  468  et  ieq. 

Judge  of  State  Oonrt, 

may  issue  warrant  for  arrest  of  foreign  fugitive,  when,  63b 

Judicial  Opinion, 

with  respect  to  international  extradition,  11-13. 

Jury,  trial  by, 

relates  oalj  to  offenses  within  United  States,  against  anthority  of,  80  et  uq. 

extradition  is  not,  81. 

right  to,  not  inconsistent  with  exercise  of  extradition  power,  30, 81. 

• 

Justice^ 

what  constitutes  flight  from.  378-887. 

See,  also,  FliiOHT. 

Justice  of  Snpreme  Ooturt, 

maj  issue  warrant  for  arrest  of  fugitive,  when,  63. 

Justice  of  the  Peace, 

has  power  to  order  arrest  of  fugitive,  461. 

Jurisdiction, 

as  to  international  extradition,  vested  exclnsivelj  in  general  government, 

16-20. 
In  extradition  cases,  nature  and  character  of,  considered,  70-94. 
in  extradition  cases,  extends  only  to  the  crime  for  which  the  surrender  is 

asked,  72  et  seq. 
confined  to  list  of  crimes  enumerated.  77,  78. 
cannot  be  extended  to  a  crime  not  charged,  79,  80. 
court  had  none  in  Caldwell's  case,  115. 
in  extradition  cases  a  judicial  question,  144. 
of  State  courts  in  extradition  cases,  177. 

limited  by  the  English  Act  of  1870.  to  ground  of  surrender,  312,  318. 
of  courts  to  grant  habeas  corpus  in  extradition  cases,  233,  234. 
whether  executive  mandate  essential  to  confer.  287-241. 
facts  essential  in  warrant  of  arrest  to  confer,  258. 
of  warrant  extends  throughout  United  States,  254. 
of  commissioner,  may  be  inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus,  368. 
acquired  only  where  the  Governor  acts  on  legal  evidence,  370. 
withdrawal  from,  construed  as  fleeing  from  justice,  883. 
where  act  done  in  one  State,  and  result  talces  place  in  another,  895-400. 
attaching  in  place  of  demand,  not  displaced  by  extradition,  442-445. 
of  State  court,  when  superseded  by  habeas  corpus  from  Federal  court. 

449,450. 

94 
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of  court  in  State  through  which  fugitive  passes,  454,  456. 

in  case  of  Jiabeaa  corpus^  458  et  seq. 

crime  must  be  charged  in  order  to  confer,  463. 

governor  has  none,  unless  copy  alRdiivit  or  indictment  presented,  465, 466. 

when  may  be  tested  by  recitals  on  face  of  warrant,  466. 

facts  necessary  to  confer,  in  extradition  cases,  470. 

court  has,  to  examine  papers  on  which  warrant  was  issued,  465. 472. 

when   State,  as  distinguished  from  Federal   court  has  none  in  habeoi 

corpus,  488. 
of  Federal  courts,  in  cases  of  inter-State  extradition  affirmed,  490. 
in  criminal  case^  cannot  be  conferred  by  consent,  492. 
what  recitals  in  warrant  necessary  to  confer,  497. 
the  flight,  an  element  essential  to  confer,  499,  500. 
of  Fnderal  court  on  Juxbeas  corpus^  in  extradition  cases,  501-'6O4. 
of  State  courts  on  habeas  carpus,  in  extradition  cases,  504  et  teq, 
in  inter-State  extradition,  conferred  by  Congress,  502-^04. 
in  extradition  cases,  exclusive,  when,  606,  514. 
t^n  extradition  cases,  concurrent,  when,  504,  517,  521. 

grounds  of  State  and  Federal  courts  in  haheca  corpus  cases,  517. 

in  inter-State  extradition,  limited  to  purposes  for  which  gained,  525  et  «^. 

cannot  be  secured  by  trick  or  device,  526,  527. 

for  criminal  purposes,  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  in  civil  action,  530, 

533,  537. 
in  inter-State  extradition,  confined  to  purpose  for  which  obtained,  654  ef  Mg. 
the  question  as  to  extent  of  still  unsettled,  556, 557. 

K. 

Kansas, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  661. 

Kent,  Ohanoellor, 

views  of,  with  respect  to  interliationa]  extradition,  3. 
alone  sustains  the  doctrine  that  the  right  of  extradition  .8  recognized  bj 
the  law  of  nations,  10. 

Kentucky, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  664. 

Ker,  Frederick  M , 

case  of,  discussed,  181-186. 

Kidnapping, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

of  fugitive,  is  not  a  violation  of  an  extradition  treaty,  182. 

cannot  be  construed  as  a  legal  arrest,  292. 

agent  abusing  process,  liable  to  indictment  for,  449. 

furnishes  no  ground  for  release,  unless  on  demand  of  State  from  which 

prisoner  was  kidnapped,  493. 
cannot  be  considered  extradition,  552. 
when  held  immaterial,  554. 

Kingsbury's  Oase, 
review  of,  467,468. 

Kloit, 

on  jurisdiction  in  extradition  cases,  78,  74 

L. 

Laches, 

in  making  demand,  when  bar  to  requisition,  885, 887. 
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Ziagrave>8  Oaae, 

extract  from  opinion  of  Chief  Jadge  Cliarcli  in,  12. 
diBCusflion  of,  181-145. 
stated  and  considered,  580. 

Larceny, 

of  cattle,  goods  or  chattels,  extraditable,  with  Mexico,  44. 

Ziawrence's  Case, 

discussion  of,  118-180. 
same  disapproved,  168,  177. 
review  of,  470,  471. 

Lawrence,  William  B., 

inquirj  of,  as  to  constitutionality  of  extradition,  86,  87. 
comment  on  Heilbronu's  case,  189. 

Laws, 

treaties  construed  as,  148, 153,  176. 

of  foreign  country,  oral  proof  of,  allowed,  261,262. 

See,  also,  Municipal  Law,  and  titles  of  various  States  and  countries. 

Law  of  Nations, 

does  not  recognize  the  right  of  extradition  in  absence  of  treaty  stipula- 
tions, 11-14. 
subject  of  surrender  of  fugitives  forms  part  of,  29. 

See,  also,  Nations,  Law  of. 

Leary,  John,  Blatter  of, 
case  reviewed,  477. 

Leaving, 

the  State,  meaning  of,  882. 

See,  also.  Flight. 

Lee,  Attorney-General, 

regards  comity  equivalent  to  international  obligation,  8. 
suggests  a  law  for  procedure  in  extradition  cases,  8. 

Iiegare,  Attorney-General, 

statement  of,  in  De  Witt's  case,  9. 

Zjegislation, 

of  Congress,  in  aid  of  extradition,  62,  69. 

of  Bngland  and  United  States,  in  aid  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  167,  168. 

in  aid  of  extradition,  rule  as  to  implication  from,  178. 

necessary  to  carry  constitutional  provisions  into  effect,  293,  294. 

ZiexFori, 

how  applicable  in  extradition  cases,  46,  46. 

Iiex  Loci, 

when  applicable  in  extradition  cases,  45,  46. 

governs,  as  to  whether  evidence  of  charge  is  sufficient,  46. 

governs,  as  to  whether  the  crime  is  extraditable,  46. 

furnishes  rule  of  evidence  as  to  crime  charged,  80,  81. 

evidence  must  be  sufficient  according  to,  263,  264. 

as  to  place  of  surrender  governs,  277. 

as  to  the  charge  of  crime  in  inter-State  extradition,  289. 

offense  need  not  be  a  crime  in  State  where  demand  is  made,  352. 

where  crime  committed  must  appear  in  demanding  papers,  890. 

where  cause  in  one  State  and  effect  in  another,  895,  896. 

Ziimitation,  Statute  of, 

provision  of  extradition  treaties  as  to,  50. 

See,  also.  Statute  op  Limitations. 
Ziimitation, 

as  to  time  when  fugitive  must  be  extradited,  64. 

as  to  the  scope  of  extradition  under  the  statutes,  85. 
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of  time  as  to  custody  of  fugitive,  246. 

of  time  after  which  accused  will  not  be  surrendered,  885, 387. 
of  time  within  which  prisoner  must  be  removed,  446. 
of  time  within  which  fugitive  can  be  held,  see  statutes  of  variooB  States. 

'  See,  also,  Timb. 

Liquor  Iaw, 

when  violation  of  an  extraditable  offense,  469. 

Lindsay,  Chief  Justice, 

opinion  of,  in  Eawe's  case,  160-160. 

Little  &  Brown, 

edition  of  laws  and  treaties  admissible  in  evidence,  98. 

Lord  Ohanoellor, 

comment  on  Heilbronn's  case,  188. 

Longchamps,  Chevalier  de,  ^ 

extradition  of,  refused,  6. 

Lowell.  Judge,  4 

as  to  whether  executive  mandate  is  essential  to  confer  jniiBdiction,  240, 

Lord  Derby— See  Derby,  Lord. 

Lord  Russell, 

communication  of,  in  Burley's  case,  197. 

Lorraine's  Case, 

statement  of,  498. 

Louisiana, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  660. 

M. 

Macauley,  Chief  Justice, 

from  decision  of,  in  Heilbronn's  case,  190. 

Magistrate, 

powers  of,  in  absence  of  State  legislation,  889-345. 

when  can  act  prior  to  demand  made  on  Governor,  840  ii  seq. 

Magna  Charta, 

power  of  extradition  not  inconsistent  with,  88. 

Maine, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  667. 

Malicious  Prosecution, 

action  for,  in  State  court,  when  cannot  be  maintained,  450,  451. 

See,  also,  False  Imprisonmsnt. 

Mandamus, 

does  not  lie  against  Governor  to  enforce  extradition,  301. 

will  not  lie  to  compel  Governor  to  issue  extradition  warrant,  42S-427. 

Mandate, 

to  be  issued  under  hand  and  seal  of  Secretary  of  State,  235-286. 
form  of,  286. 

to  issue,  if  evidence  makes  out  a  prima  facie  case,  236. 
necessity  for,  as  condition  precedent  to  extradition,  237-241. 

Maryland, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  608. 
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Manhal, 

when  may  serve  warrant  anywhere  in  United  States,  254. 
agent  has  powers  of,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  447. 

See,  also,  AoBifT  ;  United  States  Mabshal. 

Marshall,  Chief  Justice, 

argument  of,  in  case  of  Jonathan  Robhins,  examined,  55  56. 
extract  from  decision  of,  in  Foster  v.  Neilson,  56. 

Maasachusetts, 

legislation  of,  as  to  inter-State  extradition,  813-818. 

definition  of  treason  in,  846. 

reference  to  statute  of,  as  to  evidence  of  flight,  894. 

rules  governing  application  for  requisition  in,  409,  410. 

form  of  requisition  in,  417,  418. 

form  of  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender  in,  487. 

form  of  warrant  to  agent  in,  488. 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  669. 

Maxims, 

expressio  unius  personsB  vel  rei  est  exolasio  alterins,  78. 

Mecklenbuxg-Schwerln, 

accession  of,  to  Prussian  treaty  (Nov.  26,  1858),  585. 

Mecklenberg-Strelitz, 

accession  of,  to  Prussian  treaty  (Dec.  2,  1858),  586. 

,  Metxger,  Nicholas-Lacien, 
case  of,  discussed,  59,  60. 

Meodoo, 

demand,  by  whom  made,  under  treaty  with,  223. 
provisions  of  treaty  as  to  surrender  of  fugitive,  244,  245. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (Dec.  11,  1861),  597. 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  671. 

prisoners  of,  may  be  carried  through  Wisconsin,  707. 

BdUssomd, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  677. 


federal,  may  be  employed  to  protect  fugitive,  65. 

Ministerial, 

whether  duty  of  Governor  in  extradition  is,  480. 
when  functions  of  Governor  not  solely,  441. 
when  duty  as  to  surrender  is,  481. 

ttUnnesota, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  673. 

BOijidenieaiiors, 

when  constitute  crimes  within  the  proyiBions  of  the  Constitution,  851-858 

fffiasiasippi, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  675. 

niohr's  Case, 

review  of,  488. 

public,  embezzlement  of,  an  extraditable  offense,  48. 

JHorigan's  Case, 

statement  of,  494. 
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Mormon  Prophet. 

case  of  Joseph  Smith,  the,  468,  465. 

Mmiioipal  Law, 

extradition  treaties  form  part  of  the  Federal,  96. 

Mmrder,     , 

an  extraditable  ofPense,  44. 

assault  with  intent  to  commit,  extraditable  43. 

Mutilation, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Mutiny, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

N. 

Nations,  Law  o^ 

with  respect  to  subject  of  extradition,  d,  3. 
subject  of  surrender  of  fugitives,  forms  part  of,  29. 

See,  also,  Tbsatiba. 

Navy, 

maj  be  employed  to  protect  fugitive,  65. 

Nebraska, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  679. 

Nelson,  Judge^ 

opinion  of,  in  case  of  James  H.  Burke,  451-456. 

Netherlands, 

under  treatv  with,  fugitive  can  only  be   tried  for  the  crime  for   which 

extraditedf,  9d. 
political  offenses  in  the  treaty  with,  49. 
provisions  as  to  statute  of  limitations  in  treaty  with,  51. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (May  22,  1880),  620. 

Nevada, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  680. 

New  Hampshire, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  082. 

New  Jersey, 

rule  in,  that  person  extradited  mav  be  thed  for  any  offense,  538-^541. 
text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  688. 

New  York, 

statute  of,  authorizing  foreign  extradition,  declared  void,  23,  24. 

legislation  of,  as  to  inter-State  extradition,  318,  819. 

definition  of  treason  in,  346. 

definition  of  felony  in,  347. 

rules  governing  application  for  requisition  in  405-407. 

form  of  requisition  in,  415. 

form  appointing  a^nt  to  receive  fugitive  in,  416. 

form  of  warrant  oi  arrest  and  surrender  in,  435,  436. 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  684. 

Nioaragna, 

provision  of  treaty  as  to  crimes  committed  prior  to  surrender,  91. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (June  25, 1870),  606. 

Nichols  V.  Oomelius, 
review  of  case,  487. 

North  Oarolina, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  685. 
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Norway, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (March  21,  1860),  604 

Noyea,  Matter  of^ 

caae  stated  and  discassed,  637-541. 

o. 

Oath, 

fee  f or  adminiatering,  67. 

See,  also,  Affidaytt. 

Oljectiona, 

of  counsel  mast  be  noted  by  commissioner,  266. 

Offioe, 

pre-suppoees  existence  of  an  officer,  610. 
public,  embezzlement  by,  extraditable,  4S. 

Officer, 

of  a  State,  can  administer  federal  laws,  618. 

Ohio, 

legislation  of,  as  to  inter-State  extradition,  824-327. 
explanatory  remarks  as  to,  826,  827. 
validity  of  legislation  of,  discassed,  827,  837. 
reference  to  statute  of,  as  to  eyidenoe  of  flight,  894. 
rules  governing  application  for  requisition  in,  410,  414. 
form  of  requisition  in,  418. 
form  of  warrant  of  arrest  in,  489. 
text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  687. 

Oldenburg, 

accession  of,  to  Prussian  treaty  (December  80,  1863),  686. 

Opinion, 

of  attorney-generals  of  U.  S.  in  extradition  cases,  7-10. 

of  Judge  Jackson  in  Hawe's  case,  146-146. 

of  Chief  Justice  Lindsay  in  Hawe's  case,  160-160. 

of  Judge  Hofiinan  in  Watts'  case.  162-172. 

of  Chief  Justice  Johnson  in  Vanderpool  and  Jones*  case,  174-180. 

of  Judge  Drummond,  in  Ker's  case,  181-186. 

of  Governor  Cullom,  inGaffigan's  case,  text  of,  713  et  seq. 

Orange  Free  State, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (December  20,  1871),  611. 

Oregon, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  689. 

Other  Orime, 

meaning  of  phrase,  468,  481. 

Ottoman  Smpire, 

provisions  of  treaty  as  to  crimes  committed  prior  to  surrender,  91. 

who  may  demand  fugitive  from,  223. 

copy  of  sentence  must  accompany  demand  for  fugitive  convict  from,  226, 

227. 
who  may  issue  warrant  of  arrest  under  treaty  with,  242. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (August  11,  1874),  614. 

P. 

upon  which  extradition  must  be  secured,  225. 
required  to  accompany  demand  for  extradition,  280. 
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Fapen — Continued. 

in  extradition  cases,  how  aatbenticiited,  280. 

must  be  transmitted  in  duplicate,  230. 

which  must  accompany  demand,  419. 

when  to  be  deemed  genuine  by  executive,  431,  482. 

on  which  warrant  granted,  must  be  examined  if  produced  on  habeas  carpus, 

465. 
when  before  the  court,  may  be  judicially  examined  on  habeas  corpus,  472, 

477. 
on  which  warrant  granted,  if  not  produced  on  habeas  carpus,  warrant 

must  govern.  474,  476,  478. 
no  power  to  compel  Governor  to  furnish,  476,  478. 
may  be  examined  if  they  accompany  warrant,  408. 

Parricide, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Pazton's  Case, 

discussion  of,  as  a  British  precedent,  191-193. 

Fa3nnent, 

of  costs  and  fees,  provision  for,  in  certain  cases,  68. 

Penalty, 

for  resisting  agent  or  officer  of  United  States,  66. 

Pennsylvania, 

legislation  of,  as  to  inter-State  extradition,  321-323. 
rules  governing  application  for  requisition  in,  407,  408. 
form  of  requisitioning  416. 
form  of  warrant  of  arrest  and  surrender  in,  436. 
text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  692. 

People,  ex  reL  donnoni,  ▼.  Rellly, 
case  of,  reviewed,  477. 

People,  ex  rel.  Draper,  ▼.  Pinkerton, 
case  of,  reviewed,  473,  474. 

People,  ex  rel.  Qordon,  ▼.  Donohue, 
case  reviewed,  475,  476. 

People,  ex  rel.  Suydham,  ▼.  Bennett, 
case  stated  and  discussed,  659  et  seq. 

Person, 

meaning  of,  within  extradition  law,  288. 

See,  also.  Words  akd  Phrasbs. 

Peru, 

provisions  as  to  demand  of  fugitive  from,  227. 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (September  12,  1870),  606. 

Pinckney,  Qovemor, 

his  request  of  Washington  to  demand  extradition  denied*  5,  6. 

Piracy, 

made  an  extraditable  offense  by  treaty,  44. 

as  to  whether  the  party  could  be  tried  for  it,  196, 197. 

Poisoning, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Police  Power, 

not  analogous  to  extradition  power,  18. 

may  be  exereised  by  a  State  with  respect  to  fugitives,  ill,  318. 
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Politioal  Offonges, 

when  maj  be  examined  by  Gongreas,  instead  of  the  ooarts,  100. 

frequently  excluded  from  extradition  treaties,  48. 

in  treaty  with  the  Two  Sicilies,  48. 

in  treaty  with  Belgium,  49. 

in  treaty  with  the  Netherlands,  49. 

when  assassination  not  to  be  construed  as,  49. 

when  not  mentioned  deemed  excluded  from  treaty,  49,  50. 

when  fugitive  cannot  be  put  on  trial  for,  50. 

exempted  from  the  operation  of  certain  treaties,  89. 

not  subject  to  extradition  under  the  English  Act  of  1870.  219, 

form  the  subject  of  inter-State  extradition,  851. 

Praotlce, 

in  extradition  cases,  defined,  66-69. 

Precedents, 

English  extradition  precedents  discuHsed,  187-305. 
go<xl  in  England,  not  always  good  in  United  States,  195. 

Preliminary  Szamination, 

discretion  of  Prosident  as  to,  245. 


of  accused,  in  demanding  State,  must  be  actual,  not  constructive,  482. 

President  of  United  States, 

has  no  power,  except  as  conferred  by  treaty,  or  by  Act  of  Congross,  9. 

power  of,  to  execute  treaties,  57. 

power  to  surrender  fugitive,  under  treaty  of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  59. 

under  treaty  of  1848  with  France,  59. 

Secretary  of  State  acts  as  representative  of,  in  extradition  cases,  when,  64. 

power  of,  to  protect  fugitive  from  violence,  65. 

may  appoint  agent  to  receive  fugitive,  66. 

powers  of  agent  of,  66. 

nas  no  power  to  supply  legislation  to  csrry  out  extradition  treaties,  69. 

demand  for  fugitive  must  be  made  by,  228. 

exception  in  case  of  Mexico,  223. 

application  to,  for  extradition,  how  made,  229. 

functions  of  in  extradition,  part  executive,  part  judicial,  285. 

acts  through  Secretary  of  State,  235. 

may  issue  warrant  of  arrest  under  certain  treaties,  242. 

discration  of,  as  to  preliminary  examination,  245. 

when  not  bound  by  judgment  of  examining  magistrate,  245. 

act  of,  detaining  prisoner  may  be  ro  vie  wed  by  nabeas  corpus,  247. 

may  exercise  discration  as  to  surrander  of  prisoner,  264. 

may  disragard  decision  of  committing  magistrate,  267. 

functions  of,  in  extradition  cases,  269,  270. 

decision  of,  final,  270. 

Presnmption, 

as  to  laws  of  another  State,  in  absence  of  proof,  472. 

Prisoner, 

fights  of,  in  United  States,  may  be  differant  from  rights  of,  in  England  or 
Canada,  195. 

Procedore  in  Bztradition  Oases  to  the  United  States, 
must  be  in  accordance  with  the  treaty,  221. 
nature  and  character  of  the  requisition,  221,  222. 
rules  governing,  229-232. 

Procedure  in  Bztradition  Oases  from  the  United  8tatoS| 
/nature  and  character  of,  285. 
r'  the  executive  mandate  and  form  of,  28&-237. 

95 
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• 

Frooednre  in  Bztradkion  Oaaas  from  the  United  States  —  Continaed« 

necesfiitj  of  the  executive  mandate,  237-242. 

executive  warrant  of  arrest,  242. 

surrender  of  the  fugitive,  243. 

judicial  functions  as  to,  248. 

examining  magistrates,  who  are,  248. 

the  complaint,  249-252. 

the  warrant  of  arrest,  contents  and  service,  25)^255. 

hearing  and  evidence,  255-262.  • 

amount  of  evidence  necessary  in,  202-264. 

certification  and  commitment,  264,  265. 

review  by  habetu  carpus,  265-269. 

theory  of  the  law  in,  269,  270. 


person  attending  under,  protected  from  arrest,  537. 

when  no  distinction  between  international  and  inter-State  extradition  u 

to,  582. 
of  extradition,  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  as  specified  In  demand,  & 

fraud,  548,  549. 

See,  also,  Summons  ;  Abuse  of  PROCBas. 

Prohibition, 

in  constitution,  as  to  extradition  by  the  States,  18-20. 
whether  violation  of  can  be  construed  as  an  extoadltion  crime,  358,  859. 

See,  also,  LiquOR  Law. 

Protection, 

guaranteed  to  fugitive  wliile  in  custodv,  232. 
entitled  to,  for  reasonable  time  after  discharge,  282. 

Proasia  and  other  States, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (June  16, 1862),  580,  583. 
text  of  additional  article  (November  16,  1852),  582. 

Poblic  Officers, 

embezslement  by,  extraditable,  43. 

Questions, 

not  covered  by  State  or  Federal  legislation,  809,  811. 

as  to  who  is  a  fugitive,  when  must  rest  with  Qovernor,  886,  887. 

to  be  decided  berore  obeying  requisition,  431, 432. 

arising  on  writ  of  habetu  corpus^  458. 

as  to  whether  crime  is  charged,  may  be  passed  upon  on  habeas  eorptu^  46 

R. 

Raihroada, 

injuries  caused  on,  when  form  an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

destruction  or  obstruction  of,  made  extraditable  in  treaty  with  Belglain,44. 

Ramsay,  Mr.  Justice, 

remarks  of,  in  Rosenbaum's  case  critidsed,  194, 195. 

Rape, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

RaUfioation, 

k       of  treaty,  when  operates  retrospectively,  99. 

Rearrest, 

after  discharge,  must  be  based  on  new  proceeding,  246. 

See,  also,  Arrbbt. 
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Re-captnre, 

proyiflionfl  of  BevlBed  Statutes  as  to,  243. 

ReoitalB, 

when  insufflcient.  render  warrant  void,  466. 

in  warrant  of  Qovernor,  must  be  supported  by  evidence,  465. 

when  deemed  sufficient,  467,  468.        \ 

on  face  of  warrant,  when  conclusive,  4d9. 

when  not  conclusive,  472. 

when  conclusive  in  absence  of  papers  on  which  warrant  granted,  477,  478. 

when  not  conclusive,  487-489. 

what  must  be  in  extradition  warrant.  497. 

in  warrant,  maj  be  conclusive,  in  absence  of  paper  on  which  granted,  498. 

not  conclusive,  when  papers  are  before  the  court,  498. 

Record, 

when  defects  in,  cannot  be  supplied  hy  United  States  Commissioner,  249, 
when  executive  cannot  question,  483. 

Re-hearing, 

may  be  ordered  and  warrant  revoked,  440-442. 

Remedy, 

by  extradition,  applies  only  to  crimes  for  which  fugitive  is  extradited,  70- 

84. 
of  fugitive,  in  case  of  violation  of  extradition  treaty  by  State  authority, 

103-106. 
by  extradition,  confined  to  purpose  specified  in  the  Constitution,  649. 
facilities  for  abuse  of  extradition  remedy,  552. 

See,  also,  Extradition  ;  Intbbkational  Extradition. 

Removal, 

must  be  at  expense  of  demanding  State,  292. 
of  fugitive  must  be  within  six  months,  446. 
none  till  expenses  paid,  447. 

See,  also.  Transportation. 
Repeal, 

of  certain  parts  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  68. 

Repugnancy, 

in  exercise  of  foreign  extradition  by  a  State  of  the  Union,  16-20. 

Requisition, 

the  government  asked  to  make  the  delivery,  final  judge  as  to  sufficiency 

of.  222. 
couditions  requisite  to,  224. 
rules  as  to,  under  English  treaty  of  1842,  231. 
langua^  of,  need  not  be  in  any  particular  form,  483. 
when  charge  in,  not  conclusive,  487. 

by  foreign  government  essential  to  confer  jurisdiction,  when,  288. 
not  essential  to  sustain  arrest  of  f  ugitiv«,  344. 
when  laches  construed  as  a  bar  to,  885,  887. 
forms  and  rules  governing  application  for,  in  New  York,  405. 
in  Pennsylvania,  407. 
in  Massachusetts,  409. 
in  Ohio,  410. 

forms  in  various  States,  415-419. 
need  not  set  out  evidence  in  detail,  419,  420. 

question  to  be  decided  by  Governor  upon  whom  requisition  made,  431, 482. 
cannot  be  impeached  collaterally,  434. 

See,  also.  Warrant  ;  Demand. 


penalty  for,  or  for  attempt  at,  66. 

penalty  for  attempt  at,  229. 

of  furtive  punisnable  under  Revised  Statutes,  447. 
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Resiatanoo, 

of  agent  or  officer,  penalty  for,  66. 

Retiospeotive  Traaty, 

not  nncoQstitutional,  85. 

not  construed  as  an  «a}  p09t  facto  law,  85,  86. 

nor  bill  of  attainder,  85. 

does  not  applj  to  political  offenses,  49. 

stipulation  as  to  retrospective  operation  of  treaties,  50. 

how  far  limited  in  its  operation,  89. 

when  ratification  of  treaty  operates  retro6i>ectivel7  as  of  its  date,  99. 

RetrospeotiTo  Iiawsi 

shall  not  operate  under  English  extradition  act  of  1870,  209, 210. 

Retom, 

on  writ  of  habeM  corpua  when  conclusive,  463. 

to  writ  of  kabeai  corpus,  toaj  bring  in  papers  on  which  wtmot  n 
granted,  498. 

See,  also,  Habbab  Corfub. 

RAvised  Statutes  of  the  United  Steles, 
provisions  of,  as  to  extradition,  63-69. 
applicable  onlj  during  existence  of  treaty,  65. 
certain  portions  of,  repealed,  68. 

provisions  of,  as  to  appointment  of  agent  in  extradition,  239. 
provisions  of,  as  to  penalty  for  obstructing  agent,  229. 
provisions  of,  as  to  protection  of  fugitive,  288. 
provisions  of,  as  to  habeas  corpus  in  extradition  cases,  288, 284,347. 
provisions  of,  as  to  surrender  of  fugitive,  248. 
provisions  of,  as  to  recapture  of  fugitive,  343. 
provisions  of,  as  to  discliarffe  of  prisoner,  246. 
provisions  of,  as  to  examining  magistrates  in  extradition  cases,  248. 
provisions  of,  as  to  hearing  and  evidence  in  extradition,  255-268. 
provisions  of,  as  to  documentary  evidence,  258,  259. 
provisions  of,  as  to  commitment  of  accused,  264. 
provisions  of ,  as  to  inter-Stete  extradition,  297. 
provisions  of,  made  applicable  to  District,  of  Columbia,  804. 
provisions  of,  as  to  mode  of  charging  the  crime,  863. 
powers  of  agent  under,  447. 
provisions  of,  as  to  habeas  corpus,  508. 
text  of,  as  to  international  extradition,  629-688. 
text  of,  as  to  inter-State  and  territorial  extradition,  683. 
text  of,  as  to  deserting  seamen,  684. 

Revocation, 

of  warrant  before  removal  of  fugitive,  440-442. 

grounds  of,  will  not  be  inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus,  441. 

Rhode  Island, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  698, 

Rights,  Bills  of, 

not  in  conflict  with  power  of  extradition,  88. 
when  subordinate  to  Constitution,  88. 

Righte  and  I>utie8, 

reciprocal  under  extradition  treaties,  48. 

Robbery, 

an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Robbins,  Jonathan, 
case  of,  48. 
account  of  case  of^  55. 
no  authority  for  surrender  of,  57. 
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Roflenbaiim's  Oase^ 

diflcosBion  of,  aea  British  precedoDt,  191-193. 

Roles. 

of  State  department  as  to  extradition,  239. 

adopted  by  United  States  under  Englisli  treaty  of  1842, 281. 

to  be  observed  by  Governor  as  to  making  demand,  402,  405. 

in  various  States  governing  application  for  requisition,  405-415. 

as  to  extradition  when  prescribed  by  local  statute,  should  govern,  420. 


s. 

Balvador, 

provisions  of  treaty  as  to  crimes  committed  prior  to  Burrender,  91. 

who  may  demand  fugitive  from,  228. 

who  may  issue  warrant  of  arrest  under  treaty  with,  242. 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (Bfiay  28, 1870),  604. 

Sandwich  Talands, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (December  20,  1849),  578. 

See,  also,  Hawaiian  Islands. 

Sawyer,  Judge, 

review  of  decision  of,  in  Robb*s  Case,  508-514,  517. 

Saxony  —  See  Prussia  and  otheb  States. 

Schanmbnrg-Iiippe, 

Accession  of,  to  Prussian  treaty  (June  7,  1854),  587. 

Soals, 

public,  as  marks  of  State  and  administrative  authority,  counterfeiting  of, 

an  extraditable  offense,  48. 
when  absence  of,  from  certificate  immaterial,  488. 

Seamen, 

treaties  made  with  respect  to  deserting,  69. 

See,  also,  DssBRTiNa  Sbaicbn. 

Secretary  of  State, 

evidence  against  fugitive,  when  to  be  certified  to,  62. 

when  to  oraer  surrender  of  fugitive,  68.  64. 

acts  as  representative  of  President  in  extradition  cases,  when,  64. 

costs  and  fees  in  extradition  cases  to  be  certified  to,  67,  68. 

issues  preliminary  mandate  in  extradition,  285. 

evidence  must  be  certified  to,  264. 

lecnritles, 

public,  counterfeiting  of,  an  extraditable  offense,  43. 

ieditlon,  • 

a  political  offense  within  extradition  treaties,  48. 

eduction, 

when  charge  of,  extraditable,  485. 

eiztire, 

right  to  be  secure  from,  not  in  conflict  with  extradition  treaties,  88. 

snate  of  the  United  States, 

resolution  concerning  extradition  of  Arguelles,  1,  2. 

when  attendance  upon,  at  Washington,  not  construed  as  flight,  884,  885. 

»rvice, 

of  warrant  of  arrest  when  may  be  made  anywhere  in  United  States,  254. 
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Seward,  William  H., 

coDduct  of,  in  case  of  Arguelles,  1. 

his  replj  to  the  Senate  with  regard  to  the  extradition  of  Argaelles,  2. 

his  action  in  Argue!  les,  case  not  sustained  by  authority,  10. 

replies  to  England  as  to  Burlej's  case,  198, 199. 

ground  ou'whith  he  refused  to  deliver  a  fugitive,  849. 

Shaw,  Chief  Juatice, 

on  right  of  a  State  to  exercise  police  power  in  respect  to  f  ogitivee,  317, 31S. 

Sheri£^ 

agent  has  all  powers  of,  447. 

See,  also,  Agent. 
Sheldon,  Bx  parte, 

review  of  case,  488. 

Sicily— See  Two  SiciLisa 

Sixth  Amendment, 

to  Constitution,  bearing  of,  on  subject  of  extradition,  88. 
relates  solelj  to  offenses  within  United  States,  87. 

Slaves, 

surrender  of,  under  extradition  law,  299,  800. 
as  fugitives  from  justice,  355,  856. 

Smith,  Joseph, 

the  Mormon  prophet,  case  of,  reviewed,  468,  465. 

Soath  Carolina, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  695. 

Spain, 

provisions  as  to  statute  of  limitations  in  treaty  with,  51. 

under  treaty  with,  fugitive  can  only  be  tried  for  the  crime  for  wlu;i 

extradited,  92. 
who  may  demand  fugitive  from,  228. 
provisions  as  to  demand  of  fugitive  from,  227. 
text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (January  5,  1877),  616-619. 
text  of  supplemental  treaty  with  (August  7,  1882),  626. 

Stamps, 

public,  counterfeiting  of,  an  extraditable  offense,  43. 

State.  I 

of  the  Union  has  no  authority  in  matters  of  international  extradition,  15.  >  , 

of  the  Union,  political  status  of,  as  to  extradition,  15.  ' 

•     of  the  Union  has  no  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  general  government  as  r  | 

international  extradition,  16-20.  i 

prohibited  by  Constitution  from  exercising  power  of  extradition,  18-30.     I 
not  authorized  to  make  a  treaty,  19.  •  •  { 

when  not  authorized  to  make  ''  agreement  or  compact,"  19. 
cannot  deliver  fugitive  even  with  consent  of  Congress,  20. 
law  of,  authorizing  foreign  declared  void,  23,  24. 
has  no  power  after  receiving  fugitive,  to  violate  the  extradition  treaty,  lA 
when  cannot  be  controlled  by  Federal  government  after  extradition'  ITT 
governor   must  apply   to  State  department  for  extradition    lor  cris^ 

against,  229. 
should  make  provisions  for  arresting  and  .delivering  fngitive,  392. 
duty  in  this  respect  imperative,  293,  294. 

constitutional  provision  as  to  extradition,  part  of  the  law  of  each,  2^ 
power  of  Congress  to  legislate  as  to,  295. 
when  legislation  of,  repugnant  to  law  of  Congress,  yoid,  294. 
governor  of,  is  not  a  Federal  officer,  801. 
when  territories  deemed  for  purposes  of  extradition,  302,  803. 
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state  —  Continued. 

District  of  Colambia  Is  not  a,  808,  804. 

not  prohibited  by  Federal  Couatitution  from  leffisiatinff  on  extradition, 

807,  309. 
bow  far  prohibited  from  legislating  on  subject  of  extradition,  811-818. 
legislation  of,  in  aid  of  extradition,  when  valid,  812,  839. 
may  exercise  police  power  with  respect  to  criminals,  817,  818. 
in  absence  of  local  statute,  can  and  may  act  prior  to  demand  made,  840 

et  seg. 
treason  may  be  committed  against  a,  846. 

demanding  fugitive,  if  offense  a  crime  in  it  only,  it  is  sufficient,  852. 
may  use  discretion  as  to  what  offenses  it  will  make  extraditable,  857. 
one  leaving,  to  attend  to  duties  as  a  Senator,  not  a  fugitive  from,  884, 885. 
flight  from,  what  constitutes.  878-387. 
local  statutes  of,  as  to,  894-895. 
local  statutes  of,  should  be  complied  with,  421. 
Indian  tribe  is  not,  within  meaning  of  extradition  laws,  494, 495. 
^lone,  not  United  States,  seeks  remedy  in  inter-State  extradition,  515. 
statutes  of,  regulating  extradition,  when  legal,  514,  515. 
officers  of,  can  administer  federal  laws,  518,  521  et  »eq. 
meaning  of,  in  inter-State  extradition,  545-547. 
fugitive,  after  extradition,  wh«^n  allowed  to  depart  from,  558. 
when  arrest  in,  held  valid,  559. 

State  Oouxt, 

bound  by  provisions  of  extradition  treaty,  177. 

construction  of  word  crime,  in,  851-355. 

agent  indicted  in,  may  be  discharged  in  federal  court,  449. 

See,  also.  Jurisdiction  ;  H^lbbab  Ck)BFU8. 
through  which  fugitive  passes,  when  has  no  jurisdiction  to  discharge, 

454-456. 
jurisdiction  of  on  extradition  habeas  corpus  to  discharge,  504  et  seq, 
jurisdiction  of,  in  extradition  habeas  corpus,  around  of,  517,  521. 
cannot  interfere  in  cases  controlled  by  federal  officers,  515. 
when  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  federal,  518,  521. 
has  jurisdiction  to  issue  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  extradition  cases,  528. 
See,  also,  Jubisdictiok  ;  Habbas  Cobpub. 

State  Habeas  Corpus  —  See  Habeas  Corpus 

State  Department, 

rules  of,  as  to  extradition,  229. 

State  IjawB, 

conflicting  with  treaties  are  void,  102, 103. 
extradition  for  violation  of,  104. 

State  Legislation, 

repugnant  to  Ck>nstitution  void,  807. 

opportunity  for,  as  to  extradition,  309-811. 

in  aid  of  extradition  when  valid,  312,  889. 

in  Massachusetts.  313-818. 

in  New  York,  318,  319 

in  Pennsylvania,  321, 323. 

in  Ohio,  224-327. 

validity  of  Ohio  legislation  discussed,  827-337. 

in  California,  337, 338. 

though  not  complied  with,  yet  extradition  will  be  legal,  887. 

power  of  State  authority  in  absence  of,  339-345. 

State  Officer, 

may  execute  a  law  of  Congress,  513,  514. 
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statutes, 

when  treatj  analogous  to,  56. 

of  the  United  States  in  aid  of  extradition,  61^-^. 

applicable  to  limitation  of  extradition  construed,  85. 

extradition  treaties  are  supreme  as,  where «  96. 

and  treaties,  Little  &  Brown's  edition  of,  admissible  as  evidence,  96> 

of  the  particular  State  should  be  complied  with,  421. 

of  another  State  must  be  proved,  472. 

in  absence  of  proof,  presumption  as  to,  472. 

printed,  maj  be  received  in  evidence,  488. 

of  State,  regulating  extradition  when  legal,  514,  515. 

Btatote  of  UmitationB, 

as  to  custody  of  fugitive,  246. 

provision  of  extradition  treaties  as  to,  50. 

in  treaty  with  Spain,  51. 

in  treatj  with  the  Netherlands,  51. 

in  treaty  with  Belgium,  61. 

State  ▼.  Hu£ford, 

review  of  case,  491. 

States.  Sohlemm, 

case  considered  and  discussed,  461-463. 

Steam  Boiler, 

injuries  caused  from  explosion  of,  when  an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Story,  Hon.  Joseph, 

refused  to  remand  Davis  for  trial,  11. 

on  extent  of  the  treaty  power  in  the  Constitution,  26,  27,  28. 

as  to  constitutionality  of  Federal  legislation  on  extradition,  299. 

Sabp€Bna, 

when  to  issue  on  behalf  of  fugitive.  67. 

Substitution, 

provision  in  English  Act  of  1870,  as  to,  214, 215. 

Summons, 

when  service  of,  after  extradition  lawful,  531,  532. 

when  service  of,  after  extradition  unlawful,  533,  537. 

See,  also,  Procbss. 
Siurrender, 

who  to  exercise  riffht  of,  46. 

must  be  preceded  oy  proper  demand,  46. 

of  fugitive,  when   may  be  postponed  during  incarceration.  In   coontry 
where  demanded,  51. 

of  fugitive  already  convicted,  special  provisions  as  to,  52. 

power  of,  in  President  under  British  treaty  of  1842,  59. 

power  of,  in  President  under  French  treaty  of  1843.  59. 

of  fugitive,  when  to  be  ordered  by  Secretary  of  State,  63,  64. 

of  fugitive.  Secretary  of  State  may  exercise  discretion  as  to,  64. 

distinction  to  to  crimes  committed  before,  and  after,  84. 

special  treaty  provisions  as  to  crimes  committed  prior  to,  91. 

special  provisions  as  to  postponement  of,  92- 

provision  of  English  Extradition  Act,  as  to,  211. 

not  to  be  had  until  purposes  of  English  law  fulfilled,  219. 

of  fugitive,  provisions  of  Revised  Statutes  as  to,  243 . 

of  fugitive,  form  of  warrant  for,  244. 

provision  as  to,  in  treaty  with  Mexico,  244,  245. 

I'resident  may  exercise  discretion  as  to,  245. 

President  not  bound  by  judgment  of  examining  magistrate  as  to,  245. 

no  appeal  from  act  of  President  declining,  246. 

must  be  made  within  two  months  after  commitment,  246^ 
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amount  &nd  Bufflciency  of  evidence  to  warrant,  203,  264 

if  not  made  within  two  months,  prisoner  may  be  discharged, 264 

of  fugitive,  within  discretion  of  the  President,  264. 

law  of  the  place  of,  governs,  277. 

of  fugitive,  when  imperative,  291. 

when  cannot  be  made  compulsor/,  850. 

when  lac/ie$  will  operate  as  a  bar  to,  885-387. 

when  dutj  as  to,  ministerial,  481. 

in  second  extradition,  when  not  allowed,  558. 

when  held  proper,  559. 

See,  also,  Dbmand. 

Swearlnger's  Oase, 
review  of,  486. 

Sweden  and  Norway, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (March  21,  1860),  694. 

Swiss  Oonfederatlon, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (November  25,  1860),  579,  580. 

See,  ahK>,  Switzbrland. 

Switzerland, 

text  of  extradition-treaty  with  (November  25,  1850),  579,  580. 

See,  also,  Swiss  Ck)NFSDERATiON. 

T. 

Taney,  Ohief-Jnstloe, 

extract  from  opinion  of,  in  Holmes  v.  Jennison,  6,  7. 

opinion  of,  as  Attomey-Qeneral,  in  case  of  two  Portuguese  seamen,  etc.,  9. 

extract  from  opinion  of  in,  in  Holmes  v.  Jennison,  21,  22,  27,  29. 

Taxation,  Power  of, 

not  analogous  to  power  as  to  extradition. 

Telegraphs, 

when  injuries  to,  an  extraditable  offense,  44. 

Tennessee, 

text  of  extradition,  statutes  of,  696. 

Terms, 

used  in  treaties,  how  construed,  53. 

See,  abK>,  Wobds  and  Phrabbs. 

Territory, 

chief  civil  authority  of,  when  may  demand  fugitive,  223. 

application  of  law  of  Congress  to,  802,  803. 

arrest  of  fugitive  from,  legal,  803. 

chief  of  Cherokee  Indians,  not  executive  officer  of  a,  494,  495. 

extradition  laws  of  United  States  as  to,  633  et  »eq. 

Testimony, 

copy  of,  to  be  certified  to  Secretary  of  State,  62. 
of  accused,  when  admissible  in  his  own  behalf,  256. 
oral  hearing  of,  255,  257. 
documentary,  how  produced,  257-262. 

See,  also,  Eyidbncb  ;  Dbpositions  ;  Witnbss  ;  Affidayit. 


text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  698. 

Thornton,  SirBdward, 

reply  of,  to  Hon.  Secretary  Fish,  as  to  extradition   under  Act  of  1870,  207, 
208. 
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Thornton's  Oase, 

review  of,  465,  466. 

Tighlman«  Chief  Jnstioe. 

from  opiniou  of,  in  Com.  v.  Deacon,  11. 

Time, 

allowed  for  extradition,  64. 
within  which  fugitive  moat  be  delivered,  246. 
UDder  English  Act,  fifteen  days  to  appljr  for  hd)ea»  corpus,  247. 
when  lapse  of  a  bar  to  requisition,  885, 387. 
six  months,  within  which  arrest  should  be  made,  485,  489,  440. 
six  months  within  which  prisoner  must  be  removed,  446. 
(For  period  within  which  fugitive  may  be  discharged,  see  Btatntes  of  vari 
oua  States.) 

Translation, 

of  documents,  parties  seeking  extradition  must  furnish,  260. 
affidavit  of  translator  essential,  260. 

Translator, 

affidavit  of,  must  accompany  translation,  260. 

Transportation, 

and  safe  keeping  of  fugitive,  provision  for,  65. 

of  fugitive  must  be  within  six  months,  446. 

not  allowed  until  expenses  are  pkid,  447. 

provisions  of  Revised  Statutes  as  to  rescue  dnring,  447. 

when  fugitive  cannot  be  discharged  )n  course  of,  454,  456. 

Treason, 

a  political  offense  within  extradition  treaties,  48. 
may  be  committed  against  a  State,  846. 
defined  by  State  statutes,  846. 

Treaty, 

international  extradition  must  be  prescribed  by,  8-14. 

United  States  has  no  extradition  power  except  by,  4. 

of  1794  with  Great  Britain,  4. 

Ashburton  treaty  of  1842,  4. 

power,  how  conferred  upon  the  President,  7. 

in  absence  of.  President  has  no  extradition  power,  9. 

no  power  in  State  to  make,  18-20. 

"  agreement  or  compact,"  when  not  a,  19. 

when  State  cannot  make,  19. 

power,  with  reference  to  extradition,  examined  and  discussed,  26-41. 

grant  of  power  to  make,  26. 

subjects  of  treaty  power,  36. 

limitation  of  the  treaty  power,  27. 

application  of,  to  law  of  extradition,  28. 
^     of  extradition,  may  be  made  retroactive,  35. 

of  extradition  with  foreign  countries  chronologically  enumerated,  42. 

general  principles  of.  43. 
""•^^  extradition,  reciprocal  rights  and  duties  under,  43. 
«^  may  define  specifically  character  of  certain  crimes,  44. 

special  provision  in  various,  47. 
,.„«.«ifrovi8ions  of,  as  to  limitation  of  time,  50. 

jef  extradition  operates  retrospectively  unless  contrary  expressly  stipulated. 
50. 

each  must  be  construed  according  to  terms  of,  52. 

rules  as  to  construction  of,  52. 

of  1794  with  Great  Britain,  54. 

of  1842  with  Great  Britain,  57,  575. 

when  equivalent  to  a  statute,  when  to  a  contract,  56. 

when  l^islation  necessary  to  operation  of,  57. 
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power  of  Preeident  to  execute,  67. 

when  to  be  constraed  eb  a  contract,  60. 

can  only  be  executed  bj  legislative  aid,  60. 

legislation  of  Congress  in  aid  of  extradition,  62-69. 

in  absence  of,  no  antboritj  for  extradition,  65. 

English  Act  of  1870  for  execution  of,  75,  709. 

of  the  United  States,  genera]  provisions  oomiuon  to  all,  76. 

holding  for  a  crime  otlier  than  that  for  which  extradited,  a  violation  of, 

.    81,82. 

of  extradition  intended  to  secure  the  right  of  asylum,  82. 

construed  by  legislative  enactments,  85,  86. 

crimes  excluded  from,  by  implication,  88. 

special  provisions  in,  88^94. 

when  in  conflict  with  Htate  laws,  prevails,  102. 

construed  as  a  law,  148,  152,  176. 

of  1842  with  Qreat  Britain  discussed,  166, 175. 

article  10  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  with  Great  Britain,  construed,  168. 

rights  of  parties  under,  considered,  159. 

oi  extradition,  State  court  bound  by  provisions  of,  177. 

rule  as  to  implications  in,  177,  178. 

object  and  purpose  of  extradition  treaties.  205. 

of  1842,  not  inconsistent  with  English  Act  of  1870,  214-216. 

text  of  the  various  foreign  treaties,  575  et  seq. 

(See,  also,  the  titles  of  the  various  countries.) 

Trial, 

provision  of  English  Extradition  Act  as  to,  209. 

Trick  or  Device, 

person  extradited  by,  cannot  be  arrested,  132. 

to  bring  party  within  the  jurisdiction    unlawful,  526,  527. 

must  be  shown  affirmatively,  528. 

Tully's  Case, 

discussion  of  271,  276. 

Turkey  —  See  Ottoman  Emfirb. 

Two  Sicilies, 

political  offenses  in  treaty  with,  48. 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with*(October  1, 1855),  590- 

Tyler,  John, 

on  the  limitation  of  jurisdiction  in  extradition  cases,  87,  88- 
views  of.  on  subject  of  extradition,  155. 

u. 

United  States, 

practice  of,  with  respect  to  international  extradition,  4. 
power  to  surrender  fugitives  in,  exists  only  where  reciprocal  right  exists,  4. 
in  ai)sence  of  treaty,  neither  demands  nor  surrenders  fugitives,  7. 
power  of  extradition  in,  derived  wholly  from  Congress  and  treaty  stipula- 
tions, 18,  14. 
extradition  treaties  of.  chronologically  enumerated,  42. 

feneral  principles  common  to  treaties  of,  44. 
iigitive  in,  may  make  a  defense,  45. 

laud  and  naval  forces  of,  may  be  employed  to  protect  fugitive,  65. 
penalty  for  resisting  agent  or  officer  of,  66. 

costs  and  fees  incurred  by,  when  to  be  reimbursed  by  foreign  govern- 
ment, 68. 
extradition  for  crimes  against,  must  be  sought  through  attorney-general, 
229. 
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agent  in  extradition  protected  by  laws  of,  451  et  aeq, 
f ho  are  officers  of,  510. 

Governor  of  State,  in  extradition  casee,  is  not  an  officer  of,  513. 
treaties  of  witli  foreign  countries,  575  et  »eq. 
laws  of,  as  to  extradition,  629  et  seq. 

See,  also,  Treaties,  and  titles  of  various  countries. 

United  States  Oommissioner, 

maj  issue  warrant  for  arrest  of  fugitive  when,  62. 
fees  of,  in  extradition  cases  defined,  66,  67. 

United  States  Marshal, 
«'  agent  appointed  to  receive  fugitive,  shall  have  powers  of,  66i 

Underwood  v.  Fetter, 

case  of,  considered,  529. 

V. 

Vanderpool  and  Jones'  Oase, 
discussion  of,  174r-180. 

Venesnela, 

text  of  extradition  treaty  with  (August  27,  1860),  596. 

Vermont, 

from  opinion  of  Supreme  Court  of,  in  case  of  Holmes,  21. 

•  * 

Violence, 

fugitive  entitled  to  protection  from,  232,  283. 

Virginia, 

refusal  of,  to  grant  extradition  to  Pennsylvania  in  1790,  295. 
text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  700. 

Vogt,  Oarl, 

reply  of  Bancroft  Davis  in  case  of,  4. 

case  of,  commented  on,  23-25.  ' 

Von  Aemam's  Oase, 

discussion  of,  as  a  British  precedent,  189-191. 

Voorhees,  Matter  of, 
review  of,  481. 

w. 

War, 

right  of  belligerent  in  time  of  war  respected,  196. 

Warrant, 

for  arrest  of  fpreign  fugitive,  who  may  issue,  62,  63* 

on  what  to  issue,  62. 

fee  for  issuing,  67. 

of  extradition,  form  and  contents  of,  87. 

mandate  in  extradition  in  nature  of,  235,  236. 

issuing  of  executive  mandate  as  prerequisite  when,  237-241. 

for  arrest  of  fugitive  not  void  in  absence  of  preliminary  mandate,  unlefls 

treaty  so  declares,  240,  241. 
for  arrest  of  fugitive  may  be  issued  by  President  of  United  States  under 

certain  treaties,  242. 
for  surrender  of  fugitive,  form  of,  244. 
after  discharge  cannot  be  used  for  re-arrest,  246,  247. 
is.'fued  for  arrest  of  fugitive  by  U.  S.  Commissioner  when  void,  249. 
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complaint  on  which  may  issue,  d4^253. 
of  arrest,  what  mast  appear  on  face  of,  253-255. 
runs  throughout  the  United  States,  254. 

issue  of,  in  foreign  country  not  necessary  to  confer  juriBdiction  here,  261. 
amount  and  sufficiency  of  evidence  to  sustain,  262,  264. 
for  commitment,  with  certificate  to  Secretary  of  State,  264. 
not  a  condition  precedent  to  extradition,  364. 
authority  on  which  it  must  issue,  870. 
must  be  issued  by  the  Governor,  424. 
moral  duty  of  Governor  to  issue,  427-481. 
of  arrest,  forms  of  in  various  States,  435-487. 
must  be  sufficient  on  its  face,  489. 
of  arrest  may  be  revoked  by  Governor,  440, 442. 
recitals  in,  must  be  supported  by  the  evidence,  465, 472, 477. 
not  conclusive,  unless  puEipers  on  which  granted  are  not  produced,  465,  474. 
must  recite  all  the  facts  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction,  466. 
what  sufficient  recitals  in,  467,  468. 
when  recitals  in,  conclusive,  469,  477. 
when  recitals  in,  not  conclusive,  472. 
form  of,  in  Draper's  case,  478. 

when  not  accompanied  by  papers  on  which  granted  conclusive,  474. 
no  power  to  compel  Governor  to  furnish  papers  on  which  granted*  476, 478. 
when  recitals  in,  not  conclusive,  487,  488. 
must  be  accompanied  by  indictment  or  affidavit,  491. 
what  recitals  must  be  contained  in,  497. 
with  the  papers,  presents  whole  question  to  the  court,  498. 

See,  also,  Abrbst. 

Watts'  Oase, 

discussion  of,  162-178. 

West  Virginia, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  702. 

Wharton  Francis, 

on  the  nature  of  jurisdiction  in  extradition  cases,  71. 

Winslow  Oase^ 

references  to,  72  ei  seq, 
ground  assumed  by  Lord  Derby  in,  168,  164. 
correspondence  in  case  of,  discussed,  179, 180, 187. 
vital  question  at  issue  in,  204. 

Wilcox  V.  Noise, 

review  of  case,  482. 

WilUams  v.  Bacon, 

discussion  of  case  of,  528. 

Wirt,  Attomev-Genera], 

suggests  that  a  treaty  should  exist  for  all  cases  of  extradition,  8. 
holds  that  there  is  no  obligation  in  absence  of  treaty,  8. 

Wisconsin, 

text  of  extradition  statutes  of,  704. 

Witness, 

deposition  of,  when  stands  in  lieu  of  oral  testimony,  260. 

when  accused  may  be,  in  his  own  behalf,  256. 

oral  testimony  of,  how  taken.  255-257. 

how  subpoenaed  when  fugitive  has  no  means,  67. 

Words  and  Pturases, 

"  agreement  or  compact,"  when  State  may  make,  19. 
"  due  process  of  law,"  application  of  phrase,  84. 
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^ordB  and  Phrases  —  Continued, 
in  treaties,  how  construed,  58. 

law  of  the  land/*  wheu  treaty  is,  57. 

proper  executive  autliority/'  meaning  of,  58. 

deliverj  to  justice,"  meaning  of  term,  77. 
"justice,"  meaning  of,  in  extradition  treaties,  77. 
'*  criminality,"  meaning  of,  80. 
meaning  of  phrase  "  so  accused/'  85,  125. 
"  delivery  up  to  j  ustice,"  183. 
meaning  of  term  **  person,"  288. 
meaning  of  term  "  a  person  charged,"  289. 
meaning  of  the  term  '*  State,"  289,  202,  545. 
meaning  of  term  '*  inter-State,"  547. 
meaning  of  "  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,"  290. 
meaning  of  term  "  who  shall  flee  from  justice,"  290. 
term  "  who  shall  have  fled  from  justice,"  878,  880. 
meaning  of  word  "  fled,"  880,  897. 
meaning  of  term  '*  found  in  another  State,"  290,  291. 
meaning  of  term  "  removed  to  the  State  having  jaiindiction  of  the  erime,' 

292,  446. 
meaning  of  term  "  it  shall  he  the  duty,"  801. 

treason  "  defined,  846. 

felony"  defined.  847. 

or  other  crime  "  defined,  847-855. 
meaning  of  word  **  demand,"  phrase  **  shall  be  delivered  up,"  423, 428. 
term  "  crime  "  defined,  455. 

'*  full  faith  and  credit "  as  applied  to  extradition  papers,  456,  457. 
meaning  of  *^?iabe(u  eorptu'^  458. 
meaning  of  word  "  crime,"  479. 
meaning  of  term  **  other  crime,"  468, 481. 
term  "  flee  from  justice,"  486. 
term  **  fugitive  from  justice,"  489. 
phrase  "  all  prisoners  shall  be  bailable,"  495. 
**  treason,  felony  or  other  crime,"  497. 
"  pro  hoe  vice"  when  phrase  has  no  meaning,  610. 

Work  ▼.  Oovington. 
review  of  case,  484. 

Wnrttemberg, 

accession  of,  to  Prussian  treaty  (October  IS,  1858),  582. 
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